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BAY-DELTA ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT CARD 1996-1999

INTRODUCTION

Everyday, millions of Californians use, and sometimes
inadvertently abuse, the waters of the San Francisco Bay-
Delta Estuary. -

Shippers load and unload cargo and ballast water from for-
eign ports; families fish off the pier for Sunday dinner;
industries cool, wash, dilute, recycle and discharge.

In homes, toilets are flushed, on streets, oil is changed, in
gardens, roses are sprayed, all adding pollutants to the
stream of wastewater and stormwater flowing into our
rivers and the Bay. Tailpipes churn out smoke and dust that
rain and runoff carry back into the water.

Big dams block rivers and collect drinking water, and big
pumps and canals convey it to homes and businesses
throughout the state. In some years, droughts steal sup-
plies, in others storms overwhelm levees and flood homes.
But no matter what the weather, there's never seems to be
enough water to keep the fish healthy, the marshes wet and
the thirst of millions slaked.

Ahost of government bodies, meanwhile, manages and reg-
ulates all these activities. One mans the export pumps and
controls reservoir releases; another protects endangered frogs
and birds; another issues health wamings to consumers of
Bay fish. Some decide how much pollution must be remov-
ed from an industry's wastewater before it can stream into
rivers and the Bay. Some decide how many acres of wetlands
or feet of streamside willows must be bought or built in order
to offset losses to shoreline development. Environmental and
community groups, meanwhile, champion more flows, more
wetlands, more freeflowing creeks and fewer chemicals for
the sake of the environment.

In this context, what is it that environmental managers and
concerned organizations and communities should be doing
to protect and restore the Estuary? That “To Do” fist came
out in 1993 in the form of the Comprehensive Conservation
and Management Plan for the Bay and Delta.

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

The plan lists 145 actions to save fish, conserve water,
protect wetlands, reduce pollution, and facilitate environ-
mentally sound land use decision-making. It was developed
by the San Francisco Estuary Project, a cooperative federal-
state partnership organized through the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency's National Estuary Program. The project
brought together 100 private, government and community
interests to develop a consensus pfan, which was then
signed by the Governor and the U.S. EPA Administrator

in 1993,

The CCMP remains the only approved, completed ecosys-
temwide plan for balancing environmental protection and
beneficial use of the Estuary's resources — and thus serves
as the perfect litmus test for a report card on how we're
doing. The Estuary Project released the first such report card
in 1993 (CCMP Workbook), which totaled up progress on all
145 actions. This report card looks at the top ten critical
issues of recent years, priorities chosen as in special need of
attention and action. The priorities zero in on 31 CCMP
actions. Efforts to implement the actions — some as small
as urging boaters to scrape Atlantic zebra mussels off their
boats before heading west, some as large as monitoring the
entire Sacramento River system for contaminants — are list-
ed herein. The scope of any such accounting in an area
draining 40% of California remains near impossible, but a
fair share of the major efforts appear on these pages, espe-
cially those of large government bodies that often fall short
on the job of reporting back to the public.

In February 1999, the S.F. Estuary Project brought together
its stakeholders to revisit the top ten priorities. The group
expanded and refined the top ten, to target some of the
tougher new issues of the time, including multi-media pol-
fution problems (where pollutants move between air, fand
and water); agricultural runoff; wetlands protection by indi-
vidual landowners; integration of the myriad estuary
research and management programs; and freshwater flows
for the Bay, not just the Delta.

CONTENTS
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AGENCY ABBREVIATIONS

Army Corps: United States Army Carps of Engineers

Bay Commission: San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission

BurRec: United States Bureau of Reclamation

CALFED: CALFED Bay-Delta Program

Coastal Conservancy: California Coastal Conservancy

Cal Fish & Game: California Department of Fish and Game

Central Valley Regional Board: Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board

Dept. of Water Resources: Department of Water Resources

IEP: Interagency Ecological Program

S.F. Estuary Institute: San Francisco Estuary Institute

S.F. Estuary Project: San Francisco Estuary Project

S.F. Regional Board: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board

State Board: California Water Resources Control Board

U.S. EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish & Wildlife: United States Fish and Wildlife Service

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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REPORT CARD SUMMARY

WETLANDS —

With only 3-4% of the Bay-Delta's historic wetlands still
intact, it's no wonder that local interests have identified pro-
tecting and restoring wetlands as a top priority, critical to
the future health of the estuarine ecosystem. Major leaps
ahead on the wetlands front since 1996 include much more
detailed scientific research documenting the historic and
current extent of Bay wetlands, better (but still inadequate)
accounting of wetland losses, better monitoring of the suc-
cess of restoration efforts, and new science-based goals for
where and what kind of wetlands we need to create in the
next 100 years to have a healthy Bay. These efforts, com-
bined with some government driven planning efforts in the
North Bay and CALFED's efforts upstream, provide the
essential building blocks for creation of regional wetlands
management plans. But such efforts have also raised the ire
of private landowners, shoreline businesses and duck club
owners whose lands may be targets for restoration.
Addressing their concerns may be an essential next step.

Restoration:
6,100 acres

Enhancement: -
1,556 acres

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

In terms of the numbers, fewer wetlands and riparian
zones have been protected through acquisition since 1996
than in the prior three year period, falling from 18,677
acres in 1996 to 10,183 in March 1999. During the earlier
period the vast majority of reported acquisitions were bay-
lands (namely the unusually big purchase of almost 10,000
acres of North bay salt ponds) , whereas the more recent
review included much larger acreages of riparian zones and
floodplain (6,106 acres in the San joaquin River Wildlife
Refuge alone). Acres protected by perpetual conservation
easements over private lands in the Central Valley and
Suisun Marsh grew from 67,292 to 75,000 acres between
1996 and 1999.

Funds to accomplish acquisition goals remain very limit-
ed, requiring more patching together of dollars from
diverse sources. The only sizable chunk of new change for
acquisition and restoration came from the state's Prop 204,
CALFED, and the Category Ill Fund — funding sources that
may reinforce the trend toward more river-oriented acquisi-
tions aimed at restoration in the Delta.

On the restoration front, the number of acres actually
restored or enhanced grew from at least 8,137 acres in
1996 to at least 13,656 acres of wetlands in March 1999.
The number of restoration projects in the planning stages,
many with no guarantee of construction funding, also
swelled, from at least 12,693 acres in 1996 to 19,109 acres
in March 1999 (note, a few projects have stayed on the
planned list since 1996). Where most projects might have
been undertaken as mitigation for development of wetlands
in the past, the vast majority of current projects are aimed
at the health of the ecosystem. The acreage of wetlands
restored far outpaced that lost, if inventories of permitted
development projects are to be believed. Finally, programs
providing incentives to individual landowners to flood their
land for seasonal waterfow! and wetlands continued to
grow— enhancing or restoring over 90,000 acres as of
1999— but did not keep up with demand (the owners of
at least 47,000 acres still want to sign up).

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

INTEGRATION & REGIONAL MONITORING —

Those outside of government have long clamored for the -

bureaucratic behemoth to become more efficient, and for it
to catch up faster with the latest science and politics. These
priorities call for better integration of the myriad regulatory,
planning, management and scientific research programs
being undertaken on behalf of the Bay-Delta Estuary, and its
users, and for expansion of existing scientific monitoring
programs. But progress remains slow and illusive on this
front.

Since 1996, the S.F. Estuary Institute's Regional
Monitoring Program (RMP) has certainly improved and
broadened its $2.9 million per year, discharger-funded test-
ing of Bay waters and sediments for contaminants and
water quality violations. The S.F. Bay Regional Water Board,
in turn, has used the data generated as a consistent refer-
ence point for its regulatory actions and policies. The
Institute, meanwhile, has expanded scientific research into
other areas identified as critical by the priorities, among
them wetlands, watersheds and exotic species. Examining
how land use affects pollution, water management and
restoration efforts remains a big gap, however.

Better integration may also result from the fact that
research efforts throughout the Bay-Delta now include
much more work on ecosystem processes and linkages,
with the Institute, U.S. Geological Survey and interagency
Ecological Program alt undertaking studies targeted at filling
data gaps so that water and restoration managers can make
more informed decisions. In the same time period, the new
concept of "adaptive management" has gained support and
substance as government agencies recognize the need to
constantly "adapt" their activities to new findings and con-
ditions. If CALFED can carry out its promise to phase in
modification and restoration of Delta waterways, and assess
ecosystem responses via an elaborate and extensive system
of monitoring and research, and then adjust its actions
accordingly, then government management will have
indeed improved. But that is far in the future.

1996-1999
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Lastly, an increasing emphasis on "watershed" manage-
ment — in which sources of pollution, land use and restora-
tion efforts are looked at on a watershed scale — has great
potential to break governments and local interests out of
their boxes. Likewise, recognition of the need to address
cross-media pollutants like diazinon and dioxin — which are
traveling through air, water and land — is forcing air and
water agencies to talk turkey. But like adaptive manage-
ment, all these efforts are still only in the fledgling stages.
As a whole, progress on integration and monitoring expan-
sion has fallen far short of what's necessary.

ECONOMIC INCENTIVES —

Local governments are really where the rubber meets the
road, at least when it comes to wetland, creek and water-
shed protection. Al the regional, state and federal initia-
tives to save such resources can't go anywhere until local
governments make it part of the fabric of local land use
decision-making. Providing economic incentives to local
government to do right by the environment is the focus of
this priority. A fair amount of progress was made on this
front with passage of state Proposition 204 in November
1996, which provided §15 million for counties and local
agencies to undertake restoration projects in the
Sacramento, San Joaquin and Trinity River watersheds ($10
million has since been awarded). Apart from this single
source of new incentives upstream, the Clean Water Act's
319(h) program continued to provide funding for water-
shed management and nonpoint source pollution control —
providing dollars to 10 local agencies in 1997-1998. But as
a whole, not nearly enough incentives have been provided
to facilitate local government action on a substantial scale,
and new development — which often impacts wetlands,
creeks and watersheds — continues to be the best source of
revenue to local governments, an inherent conffict.

URBAN RUNOFF —

The Bay's come a long way since the yellow, smelly
waters of the 1970s. Citizen outcry and clean water legisla-
tion have resulted in strict and effective controls on most
pollutant dischargers coming out of a pipe. Today, just as
three years ago, the most significant source of many
Estuary pollutants is stormwater runoff from streets, parking
lots, landscaping and other urban surfaces, as well as from
farmfields upstream.

Recent years have produced a proliferation of city, county
and community programs aimed at controlling the urban
runoff that is the central thrust of this report card priority.
Most of these programs rely heavily on public education
activities ranging from storm drain stenciling programs to
COKE cans carrying pollution prevention messages to a
pilot Integrated Pest Management project focusing on
stores selling garden pesticides. A particular new target of
latter days is erosion from development construction sites
— with the association of Bay Area stormwater agencies
and the S.F. Regional Board doing an effective song and
dance of education and enforcement. Meanwhile, the S.F. &
Central Valley Regional Boards recently began developing
new measuring sticks and regulatory hammers aimed at
curbing mercury, pesticides, and several other pollutants in
the Bay-Delta watershed. These take the form of setting
total maximum daily allowable loads (TMDLs) for each pol-
Jutant in each water body, but work on this front is still very
much in the R&D phase.

One massive source of pollution flows to the Bay —
transportation systems — remains largely unaddressed,
however, despite being spelled out in the fine print of this
priority. Likewise, enforcement of existing laws regulating
discharges of contaminated stormwater continues to lag.

Wetlands:
2,928 acres

Ripasian
Floodplain:
1,255 acres

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT — No matter how many
pollution problems get fixed, creeks get cleaned and wet-
lands get restored down on the waterfront, what happens
upstream can easily ruin progress. Since the mid 1990s,
water managers, regulators and watchdogs at all levels have
recognized the need to manage water quality problems
from the headwaters in the ridges and mountains right
down to the Bay and Pacific Ocean. State and federal poli-
cies and programs increasingly emphasize coordinated
watershed-based approaches to water quality issues. Since
1996 watershed management plans and programs have
been developed throughout the Estuary region, including
major initiatives on the Sacramento and Napa Rivers, and in
the Santa Clara basin, and smaller programs focusing on
Bay Area and Central Valley creeks. However, all are essen-
tially volunteer and stakeholder based, and most are ham-
pered by the enormous research and consensus-building
requirements necessary to address large land areas and
diverse land uses and human activities. Full implementation
of this worthy priority will require much more political will
and funding. In the meantime, no new watershed protec-
tion plans have been incorporated into local general plans
since 1996.

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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Bay Delta Wetlands & Riparian
Habitat improvements 1996-99

192,800
Bay Tidal

525,000
Delta Tidal &
Non-Tidal

34,000
Bay Historic
Remaining &
21,600
Dehta Tidal &
Non-Tidal
10,183 1355 19,109
-y
Acquisitions Restoration  Planned Bay-Delta Bay-Delta
1996-98 Completed  Restoration v?utrlrcn; ‘:’liﬂlnri:‘
X stlands etlan
1996-93 3/93 1800
*Sources: 1999 REPORT CARD and 1998 SIERRA TO THE SEA report, THE BAY
INSTITUTE"
EXOTIC SPECIES —

Three years ago scientists announced that San Francisco
Bay was the most invaded estuary in the world, and since
then a lot of local momentum has built up for stronger
state and federal regulation on the issue. Most of the
invading clams, worms, crabs, fish, plants and other organ-

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

isms arrive from foreign ports via ship's ballast water, and
once discharged into our waters there's very little anyone
can do to control their spread, short of poisoning the entire
system. So considerable effort, largely on the part of
Baykeeper and the Marine Conservation Center, has gone
into focusing attention on the ballast water issue. As a
result, the Port of Oakland plans to adopt mandatory ballast
water exchange requirements for ships docking at its berths
early next century, the S.F. Regional Board has listed exotic
species as a pollutant threatening beneficial use of the
state's waters under the Clean Water Act, and the U.S. EPA
has received a petition backed up by a letter from 17 legis-
lators urging them to roll back Clean Water Act exemptions
for discharges "normal to the operation" of vessels. The
Coast Guard, meanwhile, will release voluntary national
guidelines for ballast water management in April 1999, a
possible prelude to mandatory regs. Likewise, many local
groups (including the S.F. Estuary Institute and Project, and
Seagrant) have conducted and publicized new research,
spread the word through newsletters and conferences, and
begun boater and shipper outreach programs on exotics
issues.

Meanwhile, fish and wildlife managers continued to bat-
tle problem species already in the system. Some scrambled
to separate a sudden horde of clawing mitten crabs from
fish salvaged from the suck of the water export pumps in
1998. Some treated Lake Davis to remove the voracious
Northern Pike (this fish even eats ducks), and to prevent its
spread to the Delta. Some teamed up to stop the Atlantic
zebra mussel from crossing the 100th Meridian via inter-
state boat traffic. Others tackled invasive flora such as
Atlantic cordgrass and giant cane, which are wreaking
increasing havoc on wetland and creek restoration efforts.
Of all the priorities, perhaps the most progress has been
made on this front — compared to a mere scraping the
surface in the 1993-1996 report card peried. Despite the
gathering momentum, however, no actual mandatory con-
trols on ballast water have yet been made law.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

PUBLIC AWARENESS & CCMP INCLUSION —

The last three priorities call for building public support for
implementation of the CCMP, making sure that the CCMP's
already approved actions are built on by and reflected by
other major Estuary management and planning efforts, and
creating more public awareness about the need to protect
and restore the Estuary. Clearly, the CCMP, as a plan with-
out a strong and well-funded implementing body, has got-
ten little attention and generated little action in and of itself
in the past three years. However, it has found a valuable
new purpose as a reference point for this report card, and
for future accountability on the part of the hundreds of par-
allel efforts to provide drinking water, save our salmon,
restore wetlands and build a healthier estuarine ecosystem.

its consensus building effort long ago has certainly laid
the groundwork for many successful environmental projects
and programs undertaken by its participants today. A few of
its initiatives — among them the S.F. Estuary Project's
Delta's In-Channel Islands program — have been adopted
by CALFED. All the attention bestowed on CALFED, mean-
while, fails to acknowledge the Delta-centered program's
lack of attention to important Bay issues and actions identi-
fied in the CCMP.

But the public, finally, is definitely more and more aware
than it was of the Estuary and its trials and tribulations.
Clear progress has been made in creating public awareness
through conferences, newsletters, education programs and
this report card. Today, there are numerous programs and
vehicles designed to increase public awareness of the
CCMP's goals and plans, and dozens, if not hundreds, of
school-based education programs focusing on the Estuary
and promoting environmental stewardship.

1996-1999
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WETLANDS

PRIORI I N 1 o Expand, restore and protect Bay-Delta wetlands,

Govemment On-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
Action rograrme and good montans. T Eompitad or nprogress projecs & Roadhlocks for Further Progress
WILDLIFE 1.5 # Creation of @ new North Deita National leﬂllﬁ & e inthe Bay-Delta, at least 13,856 acres of weﬂands ® Lack of a clear, strong state policy on the conver-  ® Use reclaimed water to restore wetlands and -

Identify and convert or restore
non-wetland areas to wetiand or

riparian-oriented wildiife habitat. '

93-98

SUBSTANTIVE

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

TR Sl
i

® The In-channel lsland Workgroup organlzod by

L

Refuge was approved by U.S. Fish & Wildfife in"-

July 1997, with a potential size of as mapy 8+
48,000 acres. The Service is now praparing an
environmental assessment that addresseg tra)
for of Prospect Island from BurRac to Figh &-

Wildlife, as well as acquisition of other fantle In
the Yolo Bypass. Prior significant restoration
work on the Yolo Basin Wstlands sarved 8.8 -
catalyst for the new refuge, which will avent;
include a comhination of open water and sez-
sonal and tidal wetlends.

the S.F. Estuary Project collectad 25 signafiires
on & coordination of efforts agreement to protag:
the Delta's 800-odd island fragments, whsch ar
home to fish, wildiife, wetlands and riparlen’
plants. The program is now conducting planni
and permitting for four demonstration reatgra-
tion projects — one on Little Tinsley island-and
three off Webb Tract. The projects will test 'soff?
(as oppased to hard rip rap} techniques fafbaﬂg
erosion control and promotion of ssdlmﬁno%
osition. Results will be passed on to agenclds.
and landowners interested In channel is(and :
restoration {see also Priority 10). .
California Partners in Flight launched 8.
Riparian Habitat Joint Venture in 1894, and b
since secured signatures from 18 federal, statg

habitats for native landbirds.

The 1996 Water Resources & Developrant Act
earmarked $600,000 (thanks to the afforts of th
San Pablo Bay Partnership) for In-gepth fechni
research and assistance for North Bay rgstofa- .

tion projects. A plan for the program — - which jg
primarily focused on identifying and pnorrtizmg
North Bay projects, and on analyzing appmprlqt&
restoration options for each project — 18 how
being developed by the Army Corps. Fots al
projects for technica! assistance inglude bsw
Sonoma Creek, Miller Creek, American Ganyon
Creek and Pinole Creek. Tha Carps is a};q mk
ing additional funding. :

hava heen restored (6,100 acres) or enharicad
(7,556 acres) since 1898 (not including mitigstion
projecis) — nearly double the amount cormpleted
in the 1993-1896 accounting {8,137 acres). Plang
for 28 projects now on the books would restore R
additional 17,878 acres and enhanca snothar 1,231
acres {some of these projects hava no guarameé
of implementation funding) — also an increake *
over the 1933-1996 levels (12,683 acres]. An &
tional 3,579 acres and 200,000 fest of watlands .
and riparian zones have been created or are
planned as mitigation projects as of March 1998
Major Bay -Defta wetland restoration projects com
pleted since July 1996 or now under { construma
include Marin's Gallinas and Rush Craeks; San :
Francisco's Crissy Field; the East Bay's Arrow‘
Martin Luther King Shoreline and Ors Loma

Marsh; the Norih Bay's Tolay Cresk, Point Edith;
Bay Point Marsh and Martinez Shorefing Maish;
and the Delta's Venice Island and Stone Lakas

# in the Bay region, wetland acreage ramrad o
enhancad continued to outpace the amoynit jost
development, accarding to the S.F; Regional-.-
Board's first comprehensive Iog Qfmlﬁgaﬂon pm}-
ects over the past decada. The log suggests that gt
least 557 acres were lost to development between °
1988-95, with a compensating 523 created or .
restored, and 632 enhanced, during the sama tire
period. For the period of 1996-1298, 71 atres'w
lost and 145 created or restored as mitigation.
What's unclear is whether the ecological valus.of
the wetlands restored equals those of any lost, -

® The beneficial reuse of dradged material o'
enhance habitat restoration continues to be gham
pioned by local agencies and the mariie Industry.
Projects following in the footsteps of the piict. -
Sonoma Baylands project are planned or under-
way at Marin's Hamilton base, Oakland's Midgle
Harbor, and Solano's Montezuma Wetlands.

@ In the lega! Delts, the Department of Water
Resources continues to work to protect and créte.
shaded riverine habitat (SRA) under the flood pra
tection program established by the state's 1988
Delta levees act (SB 34 & AB 360). Hahitat -
enhancement projects since 1998 have ingluded
initial construction work on Solan's Prospect”.
Istand that will lead ta creation of 20,000 lu‘gg
of SRA in 1939; planning for creation of 1,
of SRA on Canal Ranch; monftoring of ripari
plant survival at Grizly Slough restoration
and preparation for the 1898-2000
a two acre island off Sherman lsland bam\. o
75,000 foat of SRA and 43,000 feet of ey
marsh on Twitcheli Island, and of 1) acras
ian/wetland habitat on Decker Islani.

sion of farmland for habitat restoration. In 1998,

farming interests raised questions sbout the rel-

ative environmental and public good valueg of

farmland versus habitat, and cafled for congider-

ation of potential mitigation for the hundreds uf
thousands of acres proposed foy conversion by
CALFED.

® New research shows that many restoration proj-
ects on former salt ponds and baylands are
quickly invaded by Atlantic cordgrasa (see .
Priority 6, AR 2.3) — particularly neer large seed
sources in the South Bay. How to address such
problems has not been resolved.

® Poor documentation of wetlands lost to small
fills and under "nationwide" permits,

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

dilute salts at former salt ponds slated for
restoration. Tha Sonoma County Water Agency -
is already exploring how to pipe reclalm wntar
into the Napa-Sonoma marshes far bittern dx!u—
tion, and San Jose is interested in finding ngw
uses for its reclaimed water.

# Champion a coordinated effort to slow the i mv
sion of Atlantic cordgrass.

Seek grants through the new faderal Fwe~Star
Rastoration Program, an outgrowth of Presldant
Clinton's Clean Water Action Plan. Grants of
$5,000-$20,000 are to support community basad
wetland and riparian restoration projects, to
build diverse partnerships, and to foster naturu(
resource stewardship.

1996-1999
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WETLANDS

PRIORITY 1.

Government On-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation
A H Public, privete and cooperative plans, Exarnfles of specific, local
Ct'on programs and good intentions completed or in-progress projects

Current Gaps

Ideas & Opportunities
& Roadhlocks

for Further Progress

® The Ecosystem Goals process (see WT 1, ip
vides a new ecological foundation for: mim
restoration priorities, which now nemdj 1o |

WETLANDS 3.1

) wetiands (2 928 acres) and riparian zones ﬁnd
Expand wetlands acquisition

floodplains (7,255 acres) have been aoquirgd

PRC SO

N L tegrated into existing age! ng'a protection and restoration since mid 1996, F
programs or establish a new - . g\e:r?)rxtatmg prggerams?g:c? MM 4 wetlands have acquired than In the slighthy
Estuary-specific wetlands tion programs. longer 1993-1998 raview perlod. Acras protectad

by perpetual conservation easements over pif-.
vate lands in the Cantral Valley and Sulsun
Marsh grew from 67,282 agres in 1898 tQ_ \
75,000 acres in sarly 1999,

# The S.F. Bay Area Joint Ventute, omhlfshad In

acquisition program.

acres of wetlands, and restore 871 actes. It ha
feant support and expertise to at feast 30 pybfi
private wetland projects. The Venture ciilrent
has a list of 87 pending and potential acquis{t;
and restoration projects.

The San Francisco Bay Area chsarvancy

A
MODERATE

ly funded, this program provides & naw ingt
actions in the CCMP such as wetland and riparf

habitat acquisition, water quality and aavirons

the entire nine-county Bay re%f;m and Itg goa
are to protect, restors and en

tats, watersheds, scenic areas and oth X
space resources of ragional importance,
improve public access. To achleve its goals, th
Conservancy may underteke projects dirécti
award grants to public and non-profit eptfi

# New (or perhaps just redirected) sourpas of

Prop 204, the Category 1ii Fund establishad by
water users under the 1994 Bay-Delta Accord,
and the CVPIA. Between 1995 and 193@,’¢me
sources allocated a total of $58.8 milfion to 20
acquisition-related wetland, floodplain and ;

were acquisitions along the Coslimnes’ River”
{$33.2 million); in the San Joaquin Rivar flood:
plain {$20 million); on the South Naga Rive

the upper Estuary watershed ($1 mlllmn}. (8¢

Appendix A).

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

{ @ Funding available for acquisitions remalns pr ‘

4

i

é Conservancy Program.
1895, has since helped its partners aafuire 3,175; y

gram was established in 1898 to be admin ﬁrvd ik
by the Coastal Conservancy. Though not ciirant s

tional framework for supporting meny grlerfty

mental education projects. The program cdvm

® Restoration and acquisition projects continue 0 -
be chosen largely on & willing seller and opppr- i
tunistic basls, rather than to attain specific eco -
logical objectives or to save wetlands from the ;
threat of devalopment. Some combinad copsig-:
eration of all these factors may be nmssary to
achieve the best regions! results. - ¢

# Support four pack bonds now pending in the
state legislature. S

® Better channel and target mitigation dollars and -*:
projects by developing a regmnal priority fist for*
wetland acquisition and restomlon, and a coor- -
dinating mechanism governing its use.

® Encourage state and local governments to sénk
Better America Bonds for wetiand acquisitions, . ;
easements and restoration projects. The bongs
— part of the Clintan Administration’s curent. 7
proposed budgst — will enable state and local
governments nationwids to issue $9.5 bﬂllqn in
bond authority over five years.

much the same as the prior revisw par!od -
daspite the priority placed on wetland protes-
tion. Sources of dollars and methods af aaqump
tion are more diverse, however, -

® Funding is still scarce for agencies tb plan
restoration projects, as well as to ma'htam, ma
age and monitor them, :

# Lack of funding to date for the hew S. F. qu :

® Land valuation procedures ars based Dntho_-
"hlghest and best use* without fagtoring In'a
“conservation valus,” resulting in lowsr values
for wetland and ecosystem restoratipy | purcha;~
es than many landowners helieve are: rmor'»
able. .

ing for major habitat projects have béen CA{g’E

riparh
an habitat projects. Among the largest pm}ad!'

(RS

{$1.43 million) and along Deer and Ml Crasks {

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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WETLANDS

PRIORITY 1.

On-the-Ground
Implementation

Examples of specific, local
completed or in-progress projects

Current Gaps
& Roadblocks

Ideas & Opportunities
for Further Progress

Govemment
& Private Initiatives
1 Public, private and ive plans,
Action pr“og'rir‘n’é‘ii‘?&?oﬁ%?é’ﬁéﬁﬂ?”“s
WETLANDS 3.2 ® The landowner-based North Bay Alliama

received a grant from U.S. EPA in 1886 &
matched with fts own funds) to develop a repagt:
giving an agricultural perspactive on the Hppgw'
tunities and constraints for Norih Bay wetiar

and environmental protection. The raport Ig
expected out in late 1998, :
The Partnership for San Pablo Bay{an 1T
ized by Save the Bay, continuad to:work o pi
mote wetland and wildiife-friericly stewa|
in the North Bay, The partnemhlp‘pmdmém
educational film and report about tbs

Expand existing private, state and
federal financial and technical
assistance programs to mdlvidual
landowners.

96-99

93-98

{
MODERATE

stewardship plan |n spring 1989, andi
seeking fundmg to implament th& p!a

improve the quality of wetlands rest
igation purposes and to create a regio
of wetland debits and eredits for dsvelopu. T
proposal has since been on hold y
support.
® The Bay Conservancy (see previous p
funded, will provide newdo&im
assistance to fandowners.

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

i ® The Wildiife Conservation Board's Iniand

. ® Ducks Unlimited recently expanded fts Yal

® In the Bay-Delta, U.S. Fish & Wildlife's Pgrtnal
for Wildlife Program continues to relmblige
landowners for fish and wildlife habitat jmgi
ment projects, spending $150,800 to roeta

enhance 2,683 acres since 1986.
igat]

In the North Bay, three vernal poal m

banks were established in 1998 by’ my|
agency/stakeholder based Santa Rosg Vernﬁ ;
Pools Task Forcs. Since estabiighiad, develeq
have purchased 30 credits in the mitigati
banks and 80 credits in the creatianba'

The new CVPIA Agricultural Waterfom
Incentives Program, launched fn the. W@F
1997, has facilitated enhancement of
acres of farmland in the Central Va}ley 1oy
The $1 milfion per year program prov&de &
tives for farmers to keap lands floodad b G
October and February for waterfow( ugs: 2
Incentives offered average around §25 par'act
~ an amount which approximates water sur
and pumping costs for the flooding, - Thie Rfer
gram ends in 2002, unless reautharized,:
Cal Fish & Game's Permanent Wetlan
Easement Program expanded its. holdings of pess
petua[ consarvation easemeants ori private Ian_
in the Central Valley from 1,403 acras ift.
4,206 acres et present {the program h
used up its hefty 1992 start-yp grant ;
needs new funding). Fish & Game's P
Program (also known as the California Wu
Habitat Program) has also expanded, fromy 23
properties and 6,500 acres in 1996 1048 pro

ties and 11,777 acres. This program 1fundedby
interest on the $3 miliion Calrﬁorma an
Preservation Account and duck stairips) gay
farmers $20 per acre to underiaks 8 10-yes ...}
flood and vegetation management affort, Thare's
not nearly enough funding, however, ta.
the 148 landowners of 47,124 acres |
joining the program.

Watland Program continued at about ﬂ]e
level as previous years, spending $1.38. )
to secure 1,813 acres of watland aasamentsfrmn

Central Valley landowners batween fiscal yegr
1996-1997 and present, and $1.4 millia
33,875 acres of restoration work. .

Care program into the North Bay. The gxpang
program will continue to providg l’eahnicai pn 3
legal assistance to landowners mgudln@m; =

lands acquisition, restoratipn and brotagtlc :
through sasements. Funds wil slso go-ia
ing fish screens, dweloplnq nenmua_ 3
models, and restoring and enhan

T

® Lack of centralized information an whq has wha; :
assistance to offer, and of landowney awargness -

of grant programs. Too much paperwork |
puts off landowners. E

® Gross underfunding of existing pmqraim.

® Some landowners have mmplamed thltﬂnm

cial help is only offered in exchanga for. givin
up “inalienable" private property and davelap-
ment rights. These landowners augm pay ng:

them per acre per ysar not to dmlqg;;arg g .

them tax cradits, which would anablg 9m b
preserve their praperty nghts

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

# Find out the needs of baylands property owhg

* New monitoring requlremems now bemg
attached to permits for mmganon and restqra- |
tion projects by oversight agencies may help
regional managers to better asse8s aucossses |
and failures, and to guide landowners and dg
opers accordingly.

and help them financially with rapairg to leveps;
ditches, roads and other infrastructure jn 12
exchange for managing their lands in an en‘{
ronmentally-friendly way.

1996-1999
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WETLANDS

PRIORITY 1.

Government On-the-Ground
kit foalt o o Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
. ublic, private an r , ]
Actlon prograngs and good intgntions ’ compfeted or ﬁ'n-progress projects & Roadblocks fOl' Further PI'OQI'BSS
WILDLIFE 2.2 ® Ecosystem Goals recommendations (sas quﬁm ¢ @ Sevaral regionally extinct marsh ple i a ® No steps to make managed marshes auppnrt ® Complete the new Alameda wildlife refuge fm; i

1, WT. 1.1) attempt to maka sure alt epecies and
natural communities (some of which are npt
“diverse") are represanted and supmr!:ed,
just native encangersd species. .
# The California Biodiversity Council {a 36-
' statewide group of local, stats and facersl 3
S governments) continues to work to pregerye
. biodiversity. Efforis since 1988 have Imhlded
holding reguler council maetings in all blare
gions and producing informative videos,
brochures, newsletters and data hases @
ecosystoms and federal-state-local partnring,
new priority is to mova from communicatiop f.
action, and to facilitate on-the-ground wawa};
projects for local governments. -

Resource managers and res;omﬂon p}annen; a8
increasingly aware of the need to’ r.rpate mor o
diverse assemblages of wetland habijats, which
include not only tidal areas hut seagonal wet
lands and supporting uplands, -

A regionally coordinated sradication Rrogrgm,
Atlantic cordgrass (Sparting aftemifiora) —

which has been displacing native wetiand bla
at an alarming rate and homogenizing hal
was recently proposed by sclentists ]
resource menagers (see Priotity §;

Enhance the biodiversity w:thin aII
publicly owned or managed wet-
lands and other wildlife habitats as
appropriate.

93-96

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND M

® All the restoration projects dmﬁb@ﬂln‘ y

rently baing reintroduced by U.S. Fish &
at Bay Area restoration profects now undqr 0o
struction. San Francisco's Crissy Flekd
was specifically redesigned to gesom
California sea blite, Point Rayes birds bep
salt marsh owls clover; Pisr 68 restoratio
also mclude tha biite.

more diverse wildlife than watarfow! - ona of
the original aims of this action.

® The former emphasis on “biodiversity* has |
broadened into the now popular ocooy:tem
planning and management.

# Faderal S.F. Bay wildlife refuges are riot. achqd
uled to begin a management plan, which m;ght
include new commitments to btodlversnty
enhancement, until at lsast 2006." :

lgast tarns. Planning work will be finalizad in - - "
June 1999 for creation and restoration of tha .~
proposed refuge’s 565 acres of land and 400 .
acres of open water. Naval clean up and aﬂe
preparation is still incomplete. .

f

Awereness Program have clearad
faaet of riparian habitat and Qd}aosnt e
non-native vegetation, propagated: natiy
grown from remnant plant eommuﬂﬁm
watershed, and planted them:at the.regta
site. Volunteers ars algo conduetifey mgnth|
monitoring of bird popuiabom In }'ﬂlfq ®
ares.

report card and listed Append:xA
cessfully completed and mal rru]md
the biodiversity of the astulr!ne

whols.

PRIORITY 1: WETLANDS SUMMARY
AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

25-50%

ANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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INTEGRATION

PRIORITY 2

localfregional relationships; and secure additional funding.

Integrate and improve regulatory, planning, management and scientific monitoring programs.
Promote multi-agency development and adoption of requlatory requirements and monitoring protocols to expedite implementation of ecosystem planning; address multi-media (water/land/air) and

Government On-the-Ground
& Privato Initiatives Implementation Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
- 2 ns, amples o , loca
Actlon proqlrcang:gg :godci?:t)g:ur'gnse pans comprated or g’l-progress projects & Roadblocks for Further Progress
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1.1 * Th stateffedieral Intaragency Ecologleal ’ sf,;m ;ﬁsog;er ﬁﬁfﬁgﬁﬁ{:&c‘m m ® Despite new and increased monnoring qll " The Stats Water Resources Control Board « -

Program (IEP) continues to refing ifg rasear
efforts and programs mnmwring fish move:
ments and flow conditions in the Dslte. {8ee
next column for examples).

® The S. F. Estuary Institute (SFEI) hus!;on
its Bay contarninants monttoring programs:
including the Regional Monnonnq ity
(RMP), facilitated scientific agraamentoh -
regional wetland goals (see Priorty 1, Watlati"
1.1), and created a significant new daty
called the EcoAtlas intsgrating GIS and pihe
information on Bay habitats and wildHs. New
monitoring and research programs incg
include watershed scisnce and biolog
invasions. Collaborating on the RMP ara th
U.S. Geological Survey in Menlo Park 45
Sacramento, and the State Depmme
Water Resources.

® A Memorandum of Understantiing: diractm
coordination betwesn IEP and SFE! sxpir
1996 and was not reinstituted. Howevar; b
programs have continued to work toward:|
gration and collaboration thrugh CALFED

A CALFED plan for & Comprahensive.
Monitoring, Assessment, and Reseat
Program (CMARP) was developed oollp)
atively by IEP, SFEL, and the U.S, Gadlog ;
Survey with stakeholder and agangy staftinputy
in 1998. CMARP's purpose is to provide gﬁm :
facts and scientific interpretations necessary.

CALFED to implement its prefarrad aftdrrat

Refine and coordinate existing

monitoring programs to: better
evaluate ecosystem responses to -
immediate, phased and long-term "
water quality and flow standards;
more fully characterize ecosystem
processes and properties; and
enhance predictive capabilities
of ecosystem models.

water quality and other piogrars),
public and government tq evalugte the sik
of CALFED actions, The draft. CMARP gllan was
released for publlc review an January:15, 1989
After review and CALFED approval, -
implement selected high-priarky taska dufng
1939 while refining monitoring dgslgm and
orities for targeted research,. -
® A Strategic Plan for Ecasystem Rasoration it
the Delta was developed for CALFED by six i
scientists in 1998 and then revised by CALFED:
in early 1999, The plan lays out plear ‘shrategy:
and protocols for an adaptive mamgemem
approach finking ressarch ang monftajing Yith
management decisionmaking; batter define
meaning of "ecosystem management;® Pl
addresses ecological modeling. f appled A ks
implemented, the strategy could gign L
help integrate and improve Estuar-y g
programs.

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

t ® Nine continuous flow maasuremem e

siii @ The Grassiands Monitoring Program 10 gvalin

33 ® Along-term environmental fmnh’.oﬁng progrd

around, there has been little improvgmunt !n the
coordination of programe.

@ |nability to address the incraasin number of
pollution problems that don't fit In ageney or ™ Jut
juriadictional boxes. Contaminants such ag dLaJl "
non and dioxin are mult-media problems, W
diverse sources and pathways through lend, alr
and water. Such pollutants promise g, pﬂrvidq
until regulators of both alr and watsy, ag wall ¥’
land use decisionmakers and local oonmun
team up to identify priority sources py’ ;
problems cooperatively on a watarshed bas

® No easy way to find out about all avmlab{g

® Continued fajlure to resolve watar Giversio
impacts on the scosystem. Unl this giidiock

broken, many other consewaﬁon prograime
could amount to nothing.” © -

water projects using near real-tire figb. ity
vided by [EP. These efforts have agsigtad the
recovery efforts of listed specles mx;/t;j “Gontith
ing to provide urban and agricultutal. Bl -
ply south of the Detta. In suppart dm:ﬁw 'P%‘“
improved management, IEP hag nat orily

expanded its real-time monitoring of Dalt
smelt, splittail, salmon races and steslnaag hut
also organized related workshops andlamgbd
research projecis.

.. 4

¢

have been established in the Dalta by UB
part of {EP. In recent years, dae fram tha st
tiong have been used to messure.tida) and o
flows from the Sacramento to the Sari Joad|
side of the Delte, to show the flow balanos It
south Delta, and to better caiculate Dél

to San Francisco Bay.

selenium inputs and reduction sfforig by Jamdny
and drainers in the western San Joaguin, Vall
was started in 1398 through coppersation
and federal agencies, and agriultorat i Inferssis
® The Sacramento River Watershetl Progimiis
organized in recent years by tha Canfral Valle
Regional Board, has sat up one of tha rgg
newest, largest and most comprehenglve
toring efforts. Among other things, the progfa
sesks to address all water-quality :uuuwftﬁm 5 h{
the watershed and to integraje w ua
compliance monitoring,

for San Pablo Bay was developad by 2 lam.
from U.C. Davis, SFEI, USGS Sacrgmanto, antt
the Pt. Reyes Bird Observatary Jusing a4rant
from U.S. EPA and NOAA). The project itialudad: 53
development of indicators and dermaniestion gf:!
an integrated monitoring program'ta he§ P
rate natural from anthmpogsmc e:mmnmann
impacts.

collect the kind of mform:mon from local
sheds necessary to understand therd, ang 13
manage restoration and pallution contrat af

better. Use of the new plan is now-being -k
strated in Permanente and Wldclwwgh\ :

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

created a plan for a Coastal Ambient Moniipring
Program (CAMP) to conduct water and sediment -
quality, bioaccumulation, and contaminant

effects monitoring along the entire Califor i
Coast, including San Francisco Bay. Tha ﬁan g
yet unfunded, but has strong support from the
water quality boards.

- ® U.S. EPA’s EMAP will be conducting an lmag .
I tive monitoring project on the West Coast In
1399, A major symposium is planned for Sat
Francisco in April, 1999,

# With the completion of the Reglonal Wetlanda
Goals Project, the focus is now turning to cragh:
ing a Regional Wetlands Monitoring Program.
Staff from the U.S. EPA, the S.F. Raglonal Bo
and the S.F. Estuary Institute are workgng
towards such a program,

® Create a data base of data, coordinating lhfon'nq-

tion on what types of data are already avatlsb{e .
from a wide variaty of projects and soutces.i
purpose would be to limit dupfication of *
research and waste of research dollars, and

Delta's lnteragency ECO|OgI08[ Program &)
Bay's S.F. Estuary Institute.

1996-1999
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INTEGRATION

PRIORITY 2.

Government On-the-Ground
P&bﬁznti,vaafear!z‘mau‘:i&zs lans, llEx?n? Iles of | I:E??I?::I cu"em Gaps |deas & Opp nities
. uoiic, e coopera 3
A(:tlon proqranﬁs and good imgr?tions g’ compfated or ﬁ\‘pragress projects & Roadblocks for Further Progress
" ® Sincs 1995, the Category Il fund has frial "N st ont based stud:
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1.1 o S ppor of LI Numaros con T Mg el
CONTINUED project funded required a manitoring pl the last few years. They complatad simuter s

the coordination of those piena will ¢
CMARP. :

® [n 1997, a new interagency moume
managst/scientists group formed callad
Napa/Sonoma Marsh Restoration Group in
sffort to coordinate scientific and technolﬂn X
resaarch in the North Bay, 28 appﬂad&a
tion. As a test case, they Fope to apply pfingips
from the fledgling regions] wetlands monliong: &
program to the North Bay. ..,

# In 1998, a series of essential enologmal Irgicator
were completed by & scientific team drgan ?&a&
by the Environmental Defense Fund. Tha'1
— which cover everything fro andanqer
species and marsh habitst to watgr quai”ty ghdai
geomorphology — are designod to provide’
entifically meaningful but public fy. acoessible!
indicators of the Estuary’s health.in the dacides
ahead. Who wil! use the new indlc&tm and How.
remains to be decided. .

® Creation of an electronic program in which dig

chargers can report directly to the 5., Beqional
Board on monthly comphancs with thieN]
permits was funded in 1588 with ACL dd
(pollution fines). The software and pragraimmin
for the new reporting system — gaveloped.
Friends of the Estuary — are an op
being truth-tested.

® Support for multi-media monhoring :F

lution inputs from air, water and land: oan| nues
to grow in theory but not In practica. 68 g ¥
step, regional agencies including tfe

ous salmon mark-recapture and dye-tranap
studies to assess San Joaquin sgimon smoft
survival during passage through the Daltg .

?ordeslgn otthe
Varnalis Adaptive Management Planteleased |
fast yaar. They also sponsored ecofoglcal an

studies that formed the basis

circulation studies of Suisun Bay to Inves

the machanisms associated with the X2 safif
and flow standard — studies wggxsﬁng that
the physical mechanisms of particls and 4rga

ism accumulation near x2 are diffmnt than
originally hypothesized.

# A workshop to evaluate the eﬁectlvenm

x2 flow standard was held in 1988, At the works

shop, scientists shared mfarmatiqn ang o
cussed the standard.

# Other new projects undériaksn by P inchudat
development of a set of priorities for asgbssing
ecological effects of contaminants in the Delig,

which form the basis of a ressarch prope
solicitation package soon to be ralnsad

CALFED; examination of the biclogy angd %0’
fopicat effects of mitten crabs; and pogting of
most of its data and that of othsr mgjor moRk
toring programs (CVPIA and Sacramento Rive
Watershed Program) on the woyld wido weh

{including design of a process 10 expand
age to all of CMARP). .

Collaborative recent studies on the part of..
USGS and the State Department of Wat
Resources have included assessment of

mechanisms of land subsidence in the, Deltd

auv> 180434 @

C—096715

C-096715

{with pilot projects for recovering land surfsice:
to sea level); and assessment of prganic sarboyy
emissions of Delta islands (a malor souice of:
disinfection by-product preoursors m tbq drink
ing water supply}.
{ @ A major water quality study of the Sa Joaqu
valley was recently completed by USGS; with
results published as part of the USGS Natmna
Water Quality Assessment Program. An-analo:
gous study of the Sacramento VaHey undsr

of Bay Area Governments, the Metroga
Transportation Commission and the

Quality Management District recmﬁy
first joint meeting on the subjegt.. ~

Tt

COMPREMHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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ECONOMIC INCENTIVES

PRI ORITY 3 Create economic incentives that encourage local government to implement measures to protect and enhance the Estuary.
® Make federal and state funds available for focal watershed planning and other programs that protect the Estuary; identify financial barriers

to and propose alternative funding arrangements for environmentally sensitive land use.

Government On-the-Ground
f(b]!’nyafe ':'“'at“zes 1 L’“Plle“:e“‘gt'l":‘l Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
3 ublic, privata ana cooperative pians, amples of specHic, loca
Actlon prograrﬁs and good intgntions F compreted or &-pmgrass projects & Roadblocks for Further Progress
® Local government agencles ars sivigtiy) thold f’: ® Proposition 204, passed by yvoters i # Laws such as Propositions 13 and 2!8 8 aourag!i ® Bstter America Bonds would allow stste and
LAND USE 5.1 gible t?:o apply for wagcarshnd p(ahﬂlﬁbf 4 § 199% provided $15 mlmcny;‘or 8 TR . local governments to preserve open space and

tion and education grants funthd{

i Watershed Restoration Grant Progitai}
CALFED, Category !ll and ths GYPI,

counties and other local agsntiss douid
projects of up to $1 milion for resttirkhy
Sacramento, San Joatuln and Tin
watersheds. Sixtean projaats, totafi
mately $10 million were spproved [
round of funding. Anothar 16 pgl‘g% X

racommended for funding fn 1888

Create economic incentives that
encourage local governments to'.
implement measures to protect
and enhance the Estuary. .

93-96
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has focussd during the past
watershed managsment p(ann
mentation and nonpoint solifce
vention. In 1997 and 1388, 10 B
received funds, including Als
received $130,00 for Alarids
management and Placer Coti
$218,000 for watershed mmg&
on Sacramento River tribtari

\
MODERATE

LAND USE 5.4

Identify financial barriers to tmple-
menting the actions recommended :
in the Land Use Management = :
Program and propose alternative
funding arrangements.

93-96

NEGLIGIBLE

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

protect water quality by purchasing sasements
or acquiring title to proparty including wetlands
and threatened farmland, The Clinton
Administration's FY 2000 budget inciudes fund-
Ing to enable state and local governments to
issue $9.5 billion in bond authority over five
years,

@ The Administration's FY 2000 Lands Legacy
- Initiative provides $83 million for the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, includ-
ing $19 million to states for estusry protections,
and $50 million for the Department of the
Interior for matching grants for open space pro-
tection planning.
® The federal Transportation Equity Act for the
21st Century provides funding for sustainable
alternatives to urban sprawl.

® Lobby for implementation dollars for the Coastal
. Zone Management Act, to be reauthorized in
1999,

® Laws regarding "takingy” discolrage chgqg_
allowable land uses by local govermrierts, The -
threat of litigation makes the cost of refuaing. ©
permits for new development tao high

® The Sants Clara Valley Watershed Managemsnt
 Initiative's Land Use Subcommittes is exploring
ordinances and other mechanisms to help com-
) munities protect the watershed.

;@ Find out the needs of baylands property owners,
and help them financially with repairs to levees,
ditches, roads, barns and other infrastructure in
exchange for managing their lands in an envi-
ronmentally-friendly way.

® No progress whatsoever.

PRIORITY 3: ECONOMIC INCENTIVES SUMMARY

AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

12-25%

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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URBAN RUNOFF

PRIORITY 4.

Improve the management and control of urban runoff.

Government On-the-Ground
f‘bf“‘.'ffe I:‘“‘a“‘t'iesl IBr(npllen?entam tion Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
. ublic, private and cooperative plans, amplas of spacific, local
Actm“ prograngs and good intep:tions ’ comp?eted or ?n-progress projects & Roadhlocks for Further Pl'OgreSS
: ® Davelopment of total max&m‘um‘da‘ | ® An assessment of the environmenw It ® Limits on financial resources, dats hd Stiarntt # Research on methylation {the process by which
23%"’;]%’4 PREVENTION : {TMDLs) for pollutants has becoris 4 Hig] copper and nickel is required by tha 155 ¢ understanding of estusrine systams; s wgll -1 Inorganic mercury is converted to organic mer-
REDUCTION 2.1 ty for the U.S. EPA. Both thie Sali Frarkiect sions to the NPDES parift fut the Y institutional resistance on the paft.of cury) has been identified as a high priority by
Pursue a mass emissions str at e : i  Regional Board and the Cettiral Valiéy R?y__ The City of San Josa is prowiding $4 Wil 3F:y: cies hampers TMDL devalopient. S.F. Regional Board staff.
5 ek GY.%5  Board are developing TMOL plarie fut's special workgroup of the Sants Clm}h BCHHIS @ Agencies lack funding to mlum wme % @ Reducing pollutants in agricultural runaff may be
to reduce poliutant discharges to: bodies on the 1998 303(d] st of mﬁmﬁd Watorshed Management It loadings the next focus of emissions reduttion efforts. A f
ies. §, Land Use 3.) cliarged with d@‘lﬂ wasts digcharge limit on selenium was imposed

the Estuary from point and non-
point sources and to address t
accumulation of pollutants in‘ésti
arine organisms and sedimen

® Draft TMDLs for mercury have bean tlevs
by tha S.F. Regional Board. The J)mpb!ﬁ{”
includes an offset prograth fer dischurgark
would help pay for the clasnug ofﬁba’ﬁ
mines, one of the largest soiffdss 5t

% # The Central Valley Reglonal Baatt, the

96-99 93-98 Sacramento River Watsrshsd Pmmmz
319(h) gant program havs beguti MDk
ment for mercury, pesticides ard {asow
\ gen loading in the Delts and Tts tributai
SOME ord
;g%g{&’grgx EZN PON in Bay Area water bodm wers pmd

Urban Pesticide Committes, & Bay-Delte:#t
holders’ group charged with tevelaph
urban pesticide control stratsgy. -

# Stormwater management prograrit s e
199398 continued to mature rid expRie

i

. ® CALFED's draft Water Quality Commai
addresses & number of urban snd:sgricuftia
runoff pollutants, including pesticitie:and
metals, and sets forth a genaral. ap’;}r&&
solutions, including further s’mdise i

Improve the management and.-
control of urban runoff from p b
and private sources, ‘

93-98

\
MODERATE

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

maximum dally loads ITMDLs) ft»t bbt !

A pilot Integrated Pest Managemdiit M) §
ect was launched by the Central Contf Cbstaniy 2
Sanitary District and the Palo Alto'; Reglotal:
Water Quality Control Plant irf 1897;. 1o
stores selling pesticitles, Stores agread:i.
less toxic products and employees 1e0e,
training about their use. The préject il
expanded throughout the regich it 1
tion, Mastar Gardeners at the .G, e
Extension were trained In IPM sind taig
1PM workshops for the public.

Start at the Source, a residén
and design guidance manuaf,.v b
1897 by BASMAA, which alsd Hald & sstek ot
workshops illustrating fow BMPy for, nimm i
protection can be incorporeted it develpET
An updated edition meorpomtnq BMPY
industrial and commercial developifiert sitEy
be published in April 1999, anid dndthe
workshops is planned for fate apririg
Controlling erosion from conist
priority for the S.F. Regional Board,
imposed a numbsr of large fines fowﬁbkﬂ\ )
and is conducting ani intensive cutréich cal-
paign, including erosion control worksho,

a manual developers and bullders
The settlement of a Deltakeeper Suit
Port of Stockton and its tenants over viglad
of the federal Clean Water At mghided th
development of a new Stormwtey Pﬁl!?
Prevention Plan for the facility and 4t
number of BMPs to pravartt cortarming
stormwater discharges to the 3313 B!

: @ Resistance to new controls by ﬁate #iid Tedi

l}'X

® Only 20% of Ca!lfornla bulinema co% 2
the General Industrial Parmit &re iri compligiice
with its requirements, according 16

® Regulatory agencies lack sufficient
resources to enforce sxisting runotf lowa

® The Urban Pesticide Committed's affart to
develop a strategy for reducing diazinon levald I
Bay Area cresks was stallad by Enahl(lty to ridch.
& consensus.

® Thers is an ongoing need for greater financial
resources to establish the links frot pullutart:
sources to urban runoff and water qualhy p
lems.

regulatory agencies, some of Which, réceive -
funding from the pesticide lhdustry, hmdm .
efforts to reduce pesticides if runeff, -

® Changing codes and design sandards pfesarﬁs
a significant challenge. Many municiidl tbdes
mandate large impervious areas for strebté Kl
parking lots, and many stormwatér wnvmnce 1
gystems are unnecessarity Iarge T ;

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

on farmers in the Grasslands Basin by ths
Central Valley Regional Board in 1998,

® Deltakeaper has notified 16 Stockton-aren
businesses that it intends to file suit against
them for failure to comply with the state's
General Industrial Permit. More such
notifications are expected.

C—096718

® Systainable Consarvation, an environmental
group, is conducting a feasibility study to deter-
mine if 8 parinsrship approach tan be used to
control non-point sources of pollutants. -

# Flood contral and stormwater pollution preven-
tion efforts should be linked.

ayvd Ld0d3Id e

1996-1999
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URBAN RUNOFF

PRIORITY 4.

Govemment On-the-Ground
e S Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
. ic, private and co , 3
Action prograngs and good intgntions P compfsted or in-progress projects & Roadblocks for Further Progress
e ® A monitoring program that maku ] m e i vl ® The City of Mountain View's Genara{ PI 0 s # CalTrans resistance at the state levs| to dedloat- -+ ® Pursue funding from the federal Tramportutlon
POLLUTION PREVENTION AND link betweer? a?r?mzwon S0UrCAS, pqrm: ? itly links transportation and water qu ing resources or implementing policies io redum Equity Act for the 21st Century, which provides
REDUCTION 2.5 runoff from roadways, construction sltas or .

Develop control measures to
reduce pollutant loadings from -
energy and transportation system:

93-96

96-99

N
SOME
8t

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND
EDUCATION 2.5

Assist in the development of -
long-term educational programs
designed to prevent pollution to-
the Estuary's ecosystem and pro
vide assistance to other program

as needed.
96-99 93-96

A\
MODERATE

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

mobile sources, and poliutant loggh
Estuary is bsing developed by BAS!
S.F. Estuary Project using funds frofm th
Waters Program of the federal Claan A

# A pilot study measuring ths magritugl
tant loading to the Bay from air.d
being conducted by the S.F. Estuary I
the City of San Jose,

® A Brake Pad Work Group wasfomed.

bring industry, public agancias angd. m%{g 7
it

tal groups together to investigate, g 31
between copper in breke padsay
water. Estimates suggest thaf up 1o % :
copper in stormwater entering the:Beuth
from vehicle disk pads.

i e Bay Area CalTrans officials proyid

calls for congestion managarment str funding for increasing public transit. Up to 20%".
of the cost of a transpon:ation pro)ect may ba

used for environmental mitigation, poflution. -

maintenance activities.

® Braks pad manufacturers are not convmped thqt i
the originai study linking brake pagls 10 copper }n
surface water is accurate and want further -
research.

and employment near planned fight rail and.
CalTrain stations.

for S.F. Regional Board staff to ovi
tion sites and help imprave stormwa
ment following a lawsuit by Baykaej
stormwater runoff.
# Brake pad manufacturers recemly b!ganjm:lu
ing an evaluation of the environmatital &
the products as part of research and, mlq
® The Palo Alto Regional Water Qu;d
Plant Iaunched a public sducation.campaj

ity for funding.

Explore using CalTrans' statewids dlscharge par
mit as a vehicle for poliution prevention. -

The Bay Area Open Spacs Council has draﬁed

Fund for Clean Air, the proposed program wuuld
impose a vehicle registration fee, to be used to
mitigate for the effects of automobiles an Bay
Area waterways.

poliution impacts of transpartation systems. - .

® Friends of the Estuary assists othar organizatior
in establishing educationgl p;ojaots, stgh
Save the Bay Association’s Canges and Sk
program, and works with com !

lish Estuary Restoration Gmupaiba i

tat improvement projacts lrwoh(inq ogal gover

ments, schools, community grmm

and resource agencies.)

A series of workshops on erosjon

control for construction prcmcbs was cond

by the S.F. Estuary Project in conjunction with

the S.F. Regional Board. Materials proguced

the workshops include a Figld. lnspeptor‘s

al of guidelines for praparing a stormwats,

pollution prevention plan and 4 v;dgo

paigns and environmental benefits. .. .

See also Priority 8 (Public lnwoMmant,&h
Education 2.2} :

PRIORITY 4: URBAN RUNOFF SUMMARY
AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

12-37%

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999

abatement or construction of stormwater treat- -
ment systems, EPA and Reglonal Board Iaadar- :
ship can help stormwater projects get h)gh pmr-

N 1

lagislation creating a Tranportation Fund for - . i
Clean Water. Modeled on the Transportation -

- @ Develop partnerships batwean water agencws, '
transportation agencies and public transit advo- -
cates to increase public awareness of the water

- ® New monitoring approaches examiping the linkﬁ?
between Bay Area stormwater education cam-, '

a¥v> 14043y a
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WATERSHEDS

PRIORITY 5

Prepare and implement watershed management plans throughout the Estuary.
® Include watershed management in Local General Plans; develop a manual of how to integrate local stormwater, watershed, wetland protection and other CCMP consistent planning initiatives; and educate the public

about the connections between land use, transportation and water quality.

Government On-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation Ideas & Opportunities
H Public, pri d ive plans, Examples of ific, local
Actlon p?odl’%lgg »;s:‘tg ::odcicr)gg:tri:g:e rens coﬁ)ngra::duors ﬁxe-glro;r:;sapmjem Current Gaps for Further Pr ogress

LAND USE 1.1 f

to protect wetlands and stream .
environments and reduce poll

NEGLIGIBLE

® The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Managams
Initiative was launched in 1996 by thig Stat
Board, US.EPA and the S.F. Regional Bodd f
coordinate regulatory activities.on 2 basin-#

LAND USE 3.1

Prepare and implement Watershed "
Management Plans.

shed assessment to document ths Basin's ey
ronmentat conditions and regulatory framewo
Expacted to be complate in 2000, the asase:
ment will be the foundation of a raglqnal wat
shed management plat. :
® The Sacramento River Watershod Program
spawned by the Sacramento River Toxig
Pollutant Control Program to addrees all watér
quallty -related lssues within the watershed:
primary objective of the program I tty egdfdfv
nate and facilitate information sharing hefw
individual watershed programs on Sadrarmes
river tributaries and the broader Sapra
River program.
# Planning efforts for a numberquemraIVa!
creeks have been funded by the CVPIA, i
and Category !, including the Amérlcankiw,\;
Butte Creek, Cache Creek, Deef Craek tid
Yuba River.
® The Alameda County Resawce Conservatbn
District has developad a source water protectio
plan for the Southern Alamsda Creek watersh
addressing pathogens, sediment and chertii
contaminants.

93-98

\
MODERATE

scale. The WMI is conducting a scientiﬁcwmﬁb

® Tha city of Oekland adopted an ordinancs
designed to reduce stormwaier polfution 19 -
streams, protect riparian habitat, emure [£3]
ance with permit conditions and- curtail wtla

aterations. The ordinance; dm(opedialmi 23 ;

the City and the Friends of SausalCragk,
been held up as a state-wide modql

A watershed plan produced by San Framigmto
Creek's Coordinated Resource and Managanien
Planning (CRMP) process is being revisived arn
intagrated by local agencles. in addition, loca
agencies are looking to the CRMP for'help jn 1
ting up a Joint Powers Authority to manage

creek using a watershed managernent app;ﬁach

In the Bay Ares, planning efforis are alse n
way for the Petaluma River, Alamgda Cresk,
Alhambra Creek, Corte Maglera Craek, San
Leandro Creek, San Lorenzo Cregk, §ohoma
Creek and Stemple Creek.

® The Napa County Resource Conservatfon Dietrl
has dsveloped an Owner’s Manua! for the Naps
River that includes a watershexf protectior plan
although it has not been formafly addpted cy
any other agency; the RCD alsa facilitates 8
zen monitoring program and watershed s
ships for several tributaties to the river. The
Napa Board of Supervigors has appdinted q
community task force to axamlne a varisly o
county-wide watershed it issues,” :

Two Ranch Water Quality Piammg Oouma
been held for private fandowners in Alameda ©
and Santa Clara countles, conducted by hg
Alameda County Resource Consetvatipn Distri
the USDA Natural Resources Conssrvation

Service and UC Cooperative Extension, The-
course has assisted 15 landownars to complet
water quality assessments and managemen
plans for 35,675 acres that dralp Ipto the Ba

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

# No local governments have adopted watershed
protection plans since 1986,

® 1998 revisions to California’s Ganeral Plan . fies.
Guidelines did not direct local General Planeto .
incorporate watershed protection plans or othqr
specific CCMP recommendations. :

# Watershed management plans require § sxgmﬁ
cant level of cooperation betwsen agencies thet
can be challenging to achieve. )

® There is insufficient funding available for water—
shed planning. In particular, funds are needed to -
ensure that environmental and community
groups can afford to participate fully in staka-

5 holder efforts.
1, @ There is no watershed planning effort for the

San Joaquin River.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

" Pyblic education efforts should highlight success
stories to serve as examples for other communl-.

1996-1999
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WATERSHEDS

PRIORITY 5.

Government On-the-Ground
, B s o Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
Act]on programs and good intentions completed or in-progress projects & Roadblocks for Further Pl'Ogl'eSS
LAND USE 4.1: ® BASMAA's $1.2 million Regional Advmdug # Media tend to focus on major envimnmental : ‘ # Sign cresks to heighten public awareness of .

Educate the public about how - *f
human actions impact the Estuary‘, :

93-86

SUBSTANTIVE

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND

Campaign used mass media outlats 1q bring

19
lic. BASMAA also teamed up with Coca Cola 1o
producs 26 million cans of Dist Coke and
carrying pollution prevention memges a
information. n 1398 and 2000, a secpng

BASMAA ad campaign will focus

® A Palo Alto public sducation program: imki
quamy with transportation o mcw
transit use.

ESTUARY newsletter, published six 4 yedes
by the S.F. Estuary Project and Frians of tha +-
Estuary, continues to educata mare fhar3,000:.
people about human impacts ang anvamnmatg
managemem effnm related tothe E

projects, each of which wilt develop &
tion plan, showcase conserv

es a newsletter three times & y«r X

information on how the public can Hgip’

and restore Bay Area streams. -+
# The Sausal Crack Watershed Awa!
Program emphasizes education shout:ton:paln
source pollution, focusing pamau]y&y DR ger
dening practices.

See also Priority 8 (Public lnvo' m;apt‘
Education 2.2)

R

MANAGEMENT PLAN

stories and disasters, i xgnarmg the “real* story -
the cumulative environmental Impar:t of daily
human activities.

PRIORITY 5: WATERSHEDS SUMMARY
AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

25-42%

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

R I T

their existence and create a constitusncy for -

them.

1996-1999
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EXOTIC SPECIES

PR'ORITY 60 Reduce and control exotic species introductions and spread in the Estuary via ship ballast and other means.

Government

& Private Initiatives

Actl Public, private and cooperative plans,
on programs and good intentions

On-the-Groul_ld
!ﬂ? '.?;'3?'2323'.?2, Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
compfeted or Em-prog'rass projects & Roadblocks for Further P rogress

;@ President Clinton issuad an exacutive order.
A QUATIC.RESOURCES 21 . s February 1399 directing all faderal agencie to
Develop, implement and enforce Worftg:;f?;ttzdmgm 'msngg ;‘ 51"‘%4

. ; ven roduction, up'a ngy
stringent regula?:ons to control *: muli-agency committes charged with coming:
discharges of ship ballast water ...  upwith an invasive species managament p

vere " 18 months.
within the Estuary and ad;acent A new Western Regional Panal on ihvasM~-

waters. . F .1 species was created by NISA (568 opposifa);
... 7Y including 48 representatives from 1 states|

93-96 -+t four provinces, among them staffers from *
o CALFED, the S.F. Estuary Prajact, and the

Estuary Institute. The panel has slhoé it thrsg
times, and split into infand and coestal commif
tees. The coastal committee workplan focusey
on information sharing, coordinatlon, educatio
R prevention, monitoring and reseatch, Given
-1 more funding, the committes would fike to .
. develop afternative ballast watsr technalogy
demonstration projects on the Wast Cogst, :

A state hearing on baliast water problems
control options was held in October 1888 by
Assemblyman Ted Lempert, Chair at the tim
the Select Committee on Coast Protaction, /
hearing, attendees and state rapresentatives:
heard various options for state regulatory ca
trol of ballast water (see oppostte?. Lempart
now considering introducing legislatign.in fgt~
low-up. o

A report entitied Ship's Ballast Water and th
Introduction of Exotic Organisms Into the S
Estuary: Current Status of the Prablem an
Options for Management was comple
S.F. Estuary Institute in 1998, with ful
CALFED.

The draft CALFED Strategic Plan for Ecasysty
Restoration identifies invasive spacies as {he-
biggest impediment to restoration of tha Estisal
and worthy of “robust* control efforts. It ety
goals of preventing the establishinent of adip
tional non-native species and reducing the. hegs«
tive impacts of established non-native specias,
Ten objectives cover everything from tha-afim
nation of further introductions via hait, the
aquarium trade, aquaculture and baliast water
(5% of 1998 levels by the year 2005) to the-pre-
vention of a zebra mussel invasion of Caltforsj

"+ How these goals and objectives will ba Imple-
© % mented within the ERPP {see Priority 1, WT. 11
’ remains to be seen. CALFED also recenay fund:
ed interagency development of a specific Nons
Native Invasive Species Strategic Plan.- ~ - ~

L d

! @ |nvasive species were listed under the Clagh’

# Lack of national political wil to legislste s
enforce mandatory ballast water control. -
Roadblocks listed in the 1886 CCMP Workhook
Report Card included failura of Californa eyl
(including the CCMP IC} to prass for regulatiotis

uard expacts | ® Need for the same regulations up and down, thi

release the first round of guidalines by Agi Pacific Coast, and internationally to equali
1999 {two years beyond the deadling set by e impacts on ports and facilitate compliafice o
act). These volunuw'guidalings MRMHMW‘% the part of shippers, R i
:): ::Sac?ggﬁ:;%?éomﬁﬁmw ‘hm ll ® | ong-lead time required by ship d‘esi'ghors‘ and:
~ . DU builders to put ships in the watar that'can more
® A patition requesting that U.S. EPA rapsal; easily control, exchange, treat and/or monjtor
regulation exempting “discharges incidental i their ballast water, RS
. . o
the normal operation of a vessel® fropd Cl » Litle ttention to documenting and addrsésing

Water Act permitting requirements was i byl : 3
" FpaA ballast water coming into the Estugry's upstreany
ted in January 1889 by a coalltion of anviro freshwater portssuch as Sacramerta and -

mental, fish and water groups. Tha coalitigr Stonkt
which includes BayKeeper, the Canter for Me? tockton.
Congervation and the Association of Calfforafs
Water Agencies — wants EPA to regulate ball
water discharges. The patition has gincg beg
backed up by a February 1998 letter tq EPA
from Congressman George Miller and 17
other lsgislators urging the agancy to roll
back the exemption. C T

# The National Invasive Species Act (NISA) p4s
Congress in October 1986, mandating the cevels
opment of national guidslings for balfast watet
exchange and control, and proyiding furid for
compliance monitoring, as wall as resaari
education. The U.S. Coast Guard exparts

: ® More research needs to bs done on on;éhpr‘,a
! and on-board treatment options. :

® Davelop more complete economic analyses of
the costs of exotic species impacts versus the
costs of ballast water management, control an
treatment. .

Water Act as a pollutant impacting bere
uses of the Bay by the S.F. Regional Board’
1998, partly thanks to pressure from BayKs
The State Water Board is considering a sihla
listing for its now-being revised Ogean :;g !
# The Port of Oakland will make ocean exchan
of ballast water a condition of dogkitig sis gt~ 4
2000-2003, in response to BayKesper and Mat
Conservation Center concerns dver inyasions
due to the increased shipping resulting from
several port improvement profects. The ehvifor
mental groups are now pushing for full coniger
ation of exotics impacts under the Endangerad .3
Species Act, and exploratian of pptiong for.
shore or on-board treatment of ballast wa!
prior to discharge. DRl

A

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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EXOTIC SPECIES

PRIORITY 6.

Government On-the-Ground
f‘bll.’r l\(afe I:lmatngesl :En?lf'ge':}gf'ggl Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
¥ s S, s of 5| )
ACtlon pgogﬁang;“glg ;godci?\?g:tggn\;e P compfeted or il:vprogress projects & Roadblocks for Further Progress
@ Calif fish and o nl Qad : ® Enforcement remaing limited. ‘
AQUATIC RESOURCES 2.2 vg“‘)‘:"s";;:t c‘z ul?:lnbeg:;;g;:gtg nor Vm

species. Under the code, no live agi
animal may be imported into the ¢
approval and all fish, amphibia o aq alic plontsi
deemed deleterious to other aquatis Iife trigy by’
destroyed. Likewise, it is unlawful to plaa§ ge.:

Prohibit the intentional introduc-
tion of aquatic exotic species into

the new rules, planting live fish in the whte
the Estuary and its watershed.

the state may be a misdemsanor punighablg -
with fines up to $50,000 and imprison

96-99 93-96 plant any live fish, any fresh or saft watel an * ® The state Fish & Game Commission ligted the
mal, or any aquatic plant, in the wala Atlantic zebra mussel as a prohibiteg $pic
state without mspecnon and Wflmﬂ [ several years ago.
A
SOME
® Aninvasion of Chinese mitten grabs. aimost . ® Cal Fish & Game poisoned Lake ng;sfin 199'1! '
AQUATIC RESOURCES 2.3 - hrought water exports to & halt i flan : 15 remove t?re vo;:grgus notrgl\(am pﬂ? ) ;hahﬁ
clogging essential fish satvags faol [t;es‘uu predator from reat Lakes region whicf s
Control pmblem exotic species Delta pumps. Water project operators are ow: salmon, smett, trout and frogs, even dig
already in the Estuary. scrambling to develop screaning tesfifiologles is the second such pike eradication effort “=i1hel
93.96 time to prevent similar baek- -ups next ngr i pike is popular with game ﬂshprmeh for

A mitten crab fishery was pmposed e thg £
Fish & Game Commission in 1998 wﬁh
ing dacision to date.

Local creek protection groups such 2 Frlgn
Sausal Creek have put mitten crabs or thai
“wanted" lists for sightings and mqgﬂtonng
crabs have been found in the upper Bt
many Bay creeks

strong strikes and keeps heing ill

duced. Fish & Game is now fo|[0\:l?né up wi
stepped up Jaw enforcemant and monm)fmg,«
which shows no return of the pike id Le
to date.

* Stats sfforts to clear water hygcinth (,aéar_]q}
from Delta waterways, whera.it pocea §ng
tional hazard, have continued.

2 # The California Dapartment of Baannq an
- Waterways is planning a program 10 ¢
another navigational plant pest, 4

. # Ongoing trapping of red foxes arid fa
plaguing endangered clapper rails, least ma
and snowy plovers on the East Bay shot a
well as colonial nesting birds, has had goeg *
results. A study completed by the §.F. Bay
Wildlife Refuge in 1998 shows that &ince tha |
tiation of the predator management prografn in
the Dumbarton marsh, for axample, & clappsr
rail population of only eight birds jn 1981 had
leapt to 100 by 1998. The study aiso indicatad
that padded leg-hold traps were mora éffective -
than cage traps, trapping 87%of foxes caug’m
between 1991-1996 as opposed to the: cage :
traps' 2%.
Border patrol activities have started skm 1596
aimed at defecting zebra mussalg an incomilng
boats and at educating boaters abeut haw ta
prevent accidental transport. Such patmls Bit;
conducted by the California Departragat of}
and Agriculture. Since instituted, muessls i
been found on trailered boats roughly half
dozen times a year, and most QWE

or dessicated. :

A}
MODERATE
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completed by the S.F. Estuary Insfitute
and offered the first pnormrsd st Dﬂi

control,

Control of exotic wetland plants Is gu(nIng
increasing focal support, Researeh comp!
1938 shows that newly crested watiands ar
more often colonized by Atlantic gor Bs?
(Spamna alterniflora) than natiyg

ing some to call for a halt to reatoration l,mrt}l th
invader is under control. Options for & cbriberted
regional approach to Atlantic cordgrass aragloas:::;
tion — combining mechanica, chemical and lag-s
L islative means — was the subjact of 8 warkgmp 1
3 held by resource managers and scxeuzms in

¢ November 1998.

A new state-fedsral task force to st tha
Atlentic zebra mussel at the 100th Meridian wag!
launched in 1998. Its focus is to pravent the :
spread of the zebra mussal to wester:; stalsg Vs

interstate recreational boating traffic. Bog :
education and check stations have 4
set up on western highways i in rhe 1
an states.

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

¢ Ongoing lawsuits by animal rightg levm
against fox and cat trapping, and by figharmg
interested in preserving exatic geme fishi. -

® Most aquatic organisms are difficulf or impossl-
ble to control once established in the Estuaty

® Lack of a lead agency or lo{ixslaﬂon fetessaty
undertake eradication of Atlantic cordgrass al
regional scale.

# [ ack of attention to the ecological lmpacts
ongoing pesticide use {espacially dopper sql
tions) to control aquatic plants that pogs navige:
tional hazards in the Delta. Such chemicals
serious impacts on aquatio life that needto b
addressed in any coordinated plan for Esfuary-.
restoration.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

# A S'F. Estuary [nstitute report on the patemlal .
spread of the Atlantic 2ebra mussa! in Cafifainia
suggests the nead to identify invasion hot spots ...
{such as popular recreational reservolrs with lotg:
of interstate boat traffic) and then undertake : -~ -
boater education, monitoring and adyancs plan--",
ning for containment and eradication..

1996-1999
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EXOTIC SPECIES

PRIORITY 6.

Current Gaps
& Roadblocks

Ideas & Opportunities
for Further Progress

Government On-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation
H Publi te and tive pl Examples of spacific, local
Actlon p;'oglr(;ngg‘;:g ggodclgl(t)g:trlgnns/e ans. co?nn;;mesdoors gleglroi;r:sc: prolecu
AQUATIC RESOURCES 2.4 ® A ballast water education program for tha e The State of the Estuary confemnca urg&m

Coast maritime industry, inolutling the Bay-Dél
was funded by SeaGrant and Catagory fif H Tat
1988. The program, to be run hy Beg Gran

the U.C. Cooperative Extenslon, plansm organ
ize 16 workshops on bailast water manage
options, bringing industry togethat wﬁh
researchers, rasource managers and regul
The program will also produce a new attey
Web site.

A series of scientific workshops on
invasive species, with a particular fopus on 8
assessment, is baing organized by U.S, GPA)
Office of Research and Development. Regional.
workshaps to be heid this summer around the
country will culminate in a natlonal mphpg

produce white papers.

A team to combat invasion of the Amndu ddn
also known as giant cans and the 'pla f
hell,” was initiated by U.S. EPA'in 1897, The.
interagency, public-privata Tear Arundg ha
since met regularly to strateglze prevenﬂon
control efforts for this riparian Tvads, {
will soon produce some major oducatmn PIRG:
ucts aimed mformmg the public, rasourcq m
agers and nursaries (who sell tha plant}
arundo.

by the S.F. Estuary Project in Octoher 1998
sented over 600 attendeses with significant it
;i mation on exotic species, and associated pr
"1 lems, and resulted in major media coverag

Develop programs to educate the -
public about problems with exotic
species and their incidental trans
port or introduction.

update the public and dec!alonmakers o exp
issues.

scientific research about intraducad spacjse and -
management initiatives to control invas!
reaching over 3,000 readers. Betwean July 188!
and December 1998, ten articles o exotics
appeared in its pages. :

The Interagency Ecological Program coﬂﬂnua_
to research exotic species issues relatad to wi
management and ecosystem recovery, and.
share its findings with scientiets,‘resourcs s
agers and the public at its annual confarsnces
and through its quarterly newslstter. ~ .
Several informative reports were released 1]
1997-1998 by the S.F. Estuary Institute, ané on
S.F. Bay ballast water problems and congraf

\
MODERATE

3 sheds; and one on introduced aguatic plants.

tion programs now reference exotic qudes
problems.

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

Aforthcoming conference in March'1899° will g :

ESTUARY newslatter continued to raponm ng

options, one on the potential for the spread of} :
the Atlantic zebra musse! into California. watar- ,

# Many school- and teacher-based Estuary aducas

PP U N e

i
|
_'l

]
oot

PRIORITY 6: EXOTIC SPECIES SUMMARY
AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

19.44°

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

® Research the contribution of the live balt ﬁshery ;
and aquaria trade to invasions, and aducate the’

public about the resuits,

O

1996-1999
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CCMP AWARENESS

P Rl O RITY 7 ¢ Bulld awareness about CCMP implementation.

Government

& Private Initiatives
Public, private and cooperative plans,
programs and goed intentions

Action

On-the-Groupd
LTP{E‘:}?“:?“I‘:“I Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
cnm";)?etesd or i‘:-le-pro%rs:: projects & Roadblocks for Further Progress

# Educating local, state and national dodm
ers about CCMP implementation, he
national estuaries and the need fp
is one goal of the Associatlan ofﬂa‘ it
Programs' Citizens Action Commitiae, |
the SF Estuary Project and Frientls

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 1.1

Build awareness, interestand i<
support in the general public and: *
decision makers for the CCMP's
goals and plans.

96-99 93-96

A\
SOME

® S.F Estuary Project organizes a CCMP
avery two-to-three years, invitmq the
Estuary Project committess, Frignds
Estuary and the S.F. Estuary lnst(m‘i
evaluate the effectiveness of CCMP:
implementation, institutional Strugtirg
priorities. Recommendations are reviewsd:t
the Implementation Committas and:forwardad:
the Estuary Project's Executive couril Wol
with available resources, steff caify
recommendations. Such worl
held in 1996 and early 1996.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 1.2 & 1.3

Provide and encourage opportuni
ties for direct citizen involvement
in implementing the CCMP and
making any necessary revisions
toit.

96-99

93-96

N
SOME

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 15
Ensure provisions for a central col

lection and distribution point
(clearinghouse) for communication '
and coordination of all information -
concerning CCMP issues and the - .
estuary.

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

i . Geographic subcommitteas of

{ @ A public workshop was held on Pahiaty i

# The State of the Estuary cunferﬂnue,
by the S.F. Estuary Prajact avery 4
years, educates the public, Interes i

. m;rem the circulation andjor frequancv o
ESTUAR

Estuary and provides up-to-date mfonm on
CCMP implementation. The latest Son
was held in March 1889, .~
# ESTUARY newslgtter is malled b&: N
3,000 decision-makers, sclentists
members of the public,
® SE. Estuary Project and Friends ofha Eptusht

co-sponsor and regularly particing }nfgkg‘ R S
tivals and other svents to distrib prmatiofis S

# S.F. Estuary Project routinely pm
gtound information 1o the msdia ahqm i

#® The size and scope of the CCMP as a whuls

® Focus public attention on selected .
ders public understanding and awarensss, -

the SF Estuary, anon- pmf t, citizen-basstl o specific CCMP actions.
ization dedicated to prometing and y

ging implementation of the CCMP

Implementation Committes hald segy
ings open to the public.

to evaluate CCMP prograss and prigrly

® ESTUARY newsletter solicits storigs
covers the activities of more than 1 :
government agencies, special intarest ou D
scientific and technical reseamh
community groups. ;
® Acentral SF. Estuary public outreach o
" writes and distributes thousands of faof shasi >
newsletters, brochures, maps, malling listy and
how-to materials. This information is ;
able via the Internet on the Estiary Proj
homepage.

PRIORITY 7: CCMP AWARENESS SUMMARY
AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

25-50%

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

1996-1999
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ESTUARY AWARENESS

PRIORITY 8.

Increase public awareness about the Estuary's natural resources and the need to protect them.
In particular, develop grassroots outreach and school-based education programs.

Government On-the-Ground
P&br"‘fafe I;‘“'a“‘{jves | !Qf‘:':}f'::::‘ggl Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
. c, private and cooperative plans, :
Acuﬂn p:loglrargs ﬂﬂg good i‘r]ltgntions P compfeted or il:vprogress projects & Roadblocks for Further PI’OQI‘QSS
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 2.2 # The SF Regional Board permlts discharggrs fo e Custom-designed education programs ara " * @ When fundsd, the San Francisco Bay Area e

Work with education groups, inter- -

pretive centers, decision-makers
and the general public to build
awareness, appreciation, knowl-
edge and understanding of the

Estuary's natural resources and the

need to protect them.

. 96-99
»
&

&
SUBSTANTIVE

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

fund environmental projects, including admahon
projects, in lieu of a portion of the fines:
imposed for violations. Since 1996, mord tharLZO
general and school-based educatign promts

have received funding.

4§‘ #® See also Priorities 4 and 5,

offered by Friends of the Estuary to Bay Ar
schools. Projects include classrogm and fig
sons, teacher training and curriculum deve
mant. More than 15 schaols have perticipated.in
Friends programs since 1896.

¢ The Aquatic Outreach Institute's Kids | Qreeb
Kids in Marshes, Kids in Gardens and
Our Watersheds programs train teach
through them students and the genetal

about the Estuary’s natural resources and ngn-
point source pollution. Since 1896, mors thay 50
teachers have participated in thess | pmgra

The Institute’s Teacher Action Grant prograr i
tributes $20,000 a year to teachers for teachin
and prevention of non-paint source polfution.
Exploring The Estuary, a computerized prog :
about the Estuary, runs as a permanent axhibit ir
seven museums and visitor's centers around the
Estuary and is used by several hundrad educators
10 teach about human impacts on the Estuiy.

# The Napa County RCD and the San Josg
Watershed Grants Program are among dazen
Bay Area agent:les and programs that spo
education projects focusing on Estuary. Others
include the Lindsay Wildfife Museum and the
Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant

More than $400,000 in funding for educ na

programs in the Delta and Central Valley
sheds was provided by CALFED, Category il and
the CVPIA between 1995 and 1998,

S.F. Estuary Project's Boater Education Program
works with state and federal agencies to ptovi
outreach and education to the boating somm
ty about the Estuary’s natural resources shd the-
need to protect them, it works with boatars and.-:4
marinas on the need to use pump-out stanons to.
prevent pollution. It has developed and distr]
uted ten of thousands of brochums and mapa
depicting pump-out stations.. :

San Francisco Bay Savers, a progtam canducted
by the Alameda County Resource Conssryi
District with funding from the Alameda Cou
wide Clean Water Program, eduicates 4th gradgrs_

about protecting watersheds, creeks and the Bay.
The program is offered in 200 classtooms eacl] yoer,

Adopt-A-Watershed, a nationa! program thi
uses local watersheds as the foundation of 8
mtegrated sciencs curriculum, oparates pi
in Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San-. -
Mateo, San Matec and Senoma counties.
Qutside the classroom, students #nd volu

lead long-term field studies, regtorati
and community education proje

v

Conservancy program, established in 1928 and

administered by the Coastal Conservancy, will bOj

able to undertake and/or fund envxronmeutal
education projects.

® The Port of Oakland is seeking local orgnmza- S

tions specilizing in environmental education’ to
operate science and environmental education
programs at the proposed Middle Hartior -

Shoreline Park/Middle Harbor Enhancemant

Area.

® Local watershed programs should include publio

education components.

1996-1999

: PRIORITY 8: ESTUARY AWARENESS SUMMARY

AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

50-75%

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS
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REGIONAL MONITORING

PRIORITY 9.

Implement the Reglonal Monitoring Program and integrate the results of scientific monitoring into management and regulatory actions.
Build on the 1993 regional monitoring strategy and expand program to address all five key CCMP issues (dredging, pollution, biological resources, fand use and freshwater diversion); update monitoring strategy

for urban runoff (including air deposition); integrate with Priority 2.

Government On-the-Ground
P&br"‘(afe I?maetrlxvesl !}Tﬂg’:}f%‘gﬂl Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
Actlon p;log‘rca’ng:\;?\g sgodci?xggnﬁonse P comp?etad or rn -progress projects & Roadblocks for Further Progress

RESEARCH AND MONITORING 2.1

Develop and implement the
Regional Monitoring Strategy,

which will integrate and expand .- ;
on existing efforts and eventually -

be part of a comprehensive

Reglonal Monitormg Program' = ® CALFED recently ra{aasedudmﬂ planfm

93-96

3
MODERATE

- . # See also Priority 2, Aquatic Resourpsy

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

Wyt v mts

* No comprehensive, all- encompassmg monitar-
ing program as envisionad in the CCMP hss
been estahlished, nor is the CCMP implament-
tion funding or political will available to do sp.”
The RMP for Trace Substances isn't anywhere

® A Bay Area Storm Water Ragional Monitorin
Strategy was developed by BASMAA in. 199?
an effort to coordinate all monitoring efforts
Bay Area. The strategy provides a blugpring
monitoring the effectiveness of storm water

expand and produce valuahle informqtlgn for' .
water quality reguiation and management slé
1996, and to hetter address urban tunoff, ' :

However, o long-tarm, regionally appliash)
and consistent monitoring programa ars yel
place for watershads, land use or wetangy,:
{although some planning has been dqnl o
latter).

33 ;’

impacts, assessing the contributions
from urban vs. non-urban souitss,
gating the extent and causes ofsto mtpr,tng
city. See also Priority 4.

# Numerous watershed-based planm

implement such a comprehensive monitoring
strategy, except CMARP, which is as yetonly
planned and will likely not reach all
the Bay. Funding exists to fill large information
gaps (especially in the area of land use) that.’
hamper optimal watershed man‘gemam public
awareness of undesirable conditions, and effec-
tive environmental stewardship. :

# | ack of explicitly stated, quanuﬁable environ-
mental goals for watersheds to form the bqs}s of
monitoring.

® Funding shortfalls are causing the U.5:
Geologxcal Survey to close many-of its’ stroam -
gauging stations — reduclng the manggement : -
and scientific communitys’ ability to establish-
pollutant loading estimates or to tragk changea
in flow regime over time. .

# Limited current resources far monitor] the,
success of restoration actions, such as thosg
associated with large-scals ﬂnod mansgement
efforts in the Napa River watershsd. -

Comprehensiva Monitoring, Assessmattt, snd
Research Program (CMARP) for the Daita, whi
has the potantial to implement certaln portig
of the CCMP's Regional Monitoring Str&ies‘\{
not yet known how far this new program
reach into the Bay, or if it will averlap with'all
the CCMP priority arees, Most of the : agmcies&
and staff working on comprehensive momtqn
in the Bay-Dslta now helisva that such sffor
will necessarily involve coordinatiph and col a
oration among the nurnarous axisting momtg;;
ing programs.
Two recent inventories of current Bay-D
monitoring programs may help with fut
efforts to achieve & comprehensive app{tm
the first, the state CAMP effort invariterigd &
coastal water quality monitoring progr
{www.sfei.org/CAMP or CERES www
sacond, CMARP inventoried all mcﬂitgf
od to CALFED (www.sfsi. org/anaspi

than traditional watar qualm{ mnmtoring for
Major new watershed momtonng programs
have heen started since 1996 in the Sacraman
River and Santa Clars Valleywatefshe
Priority 5).

# Acomprehensive approach to waterstied:
was developed by the S.F. Estuary Ingfitute by
1997. With the help of partners and logal gon
ments, the Institute is now tasting the vl
the approach, which smphasizes Heray
regionally consistent steps to lnvmtqrymg
watersheds and establishing quantifiable -
resource enhancement or restoration
based on a picture of the past, prasem, and
change.

The Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Prg]
may form the foundation for monitaring -
progress toward the goals spetled o
report.

The City of San Jose spearheaded th,

on the part of Cantral Valley Boards nar for any
tributary monitoring upstream of the Eptuary

per and nickel in the South Bay {Ses Fri
which has resulted in major ressarchi an
mation synthesis efforts and has attracted adgic
tional funding (EPA Air Division} for invastigati
of pollutant transport from alr o wat
The S.F. Regional Board has been using

data consistently to inform discharge parm
conditions, to help set and refine water quality .. i
objectives and standards, and to evaluais sppro- ;
priate regulatory responsas to' po!}utfnn pfob’- :
lems.

® See also Priority 2, Aguatic Rewzm 1

AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

close to the overall, comprehengive RMP that.
could, if designed right, really take the pulse .
the Estuary. No mechanisms are iri place t. -

8 way | mto f

#® No funding for ambient water quality monrconng

" ® | egislative fixes may be necessary to allow for :

tracking the effectivenass of habttat restomtmn
actions.

" ® Develop a funding pool for wetlands monrmnng

® Maximize access to information contained jn GIS.
besed systems, in which geographic and biotic. .
features of the landscape are mapped oncom- ¢
puters. Such systems ara increasing part of
resource inventories and planning efforfs under- :
taken by universities, consultants and ggency -
staff alike. If used comrectly and accessed by o
diverse researchers, GIS data can help fecliitate .-
information integration and coordination.. -

! ® Make sure local entities aren't already collacting

data needed before embarking on new RMP
projects.

PRIORITY 9: REGIONAL MONITORING SUMMARY

25-50%

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

1996-1999
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CCMP INCLUSION

PR'ORITY 1 0. Work with federal and state agencies to include CCMP recommendations in other planning and restoration efforts and funding decisions.

On-the-Ground
Implementation

Examples of specific, local

Action

Government
& Private Initiatives

Public, private and cooperative plans,
programs and good intentions

completed or in-progress projects

Current Gaps
& Roadblocks

Ideas & Opportunities
for Further Progress

No specific CCMP actions

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

~  Under the under the Clinton Adminlstratign's -

1938 Clean Water Action Pian, EPA encouﬂm
states to consider existing watershed manage-. -
ment plans, such as the CCMP, as Watarghed -
Restoration Action Strategies for priorty watet-
sheds. In FY 1938, EPA recsived $100 iilfion for ,
implementation of these siratagies.

h‘1ld{1r;)“'—‘\n‘s‘i

"7t & The National Estuary Project and U.S, EPA'S

A comparison of CCMP and CALFED progrem
activities in the areas of water quality, water Ugs,
land use and research/monttoribg was condu
ed by the S.F. Estuary Projact. Tha Estual
Project suggested that CALFED adopt CC|
actions in these areas. Although soma Df' 3
issues raised were addrassed :
CALFED's plans, there was no whnbesale adq 8]
tion of CCMP actions. ’ grf
The S.F. Estuary Project's Dalts ln»GMhﬂﬁl
Islands Workgroup became apart of CALFE
Levee and Channel Technical Tean. - The wp
group circulated a *Coordination nfEHortsj
ument stipulating a cummrtment ta prcte
about 800 small Delta islands to agendc;,lrt
est groups and landowners, which resuttsd i
the development of a demonstrmtqn irojest
test methods of protecting the ialgnd from ¢
sion. :

working with states to sncourags CCMP I
mentation where approprhta mro
revolving funds,

® An S F. Estuary Project request that CALFED .- E . ¥

includs the entire Bay in the geographic scope of
its Ecosystem Restoration Program was dsnied.
CALFED has recantly funded a few projects in

areas south of the original geographic scops of ‘

its plan; however, CALFED's focus continuss to
be the Delta and its watershed. :
@ SFEP staff charged with CCMP lmphmentaﬂon
were required to resign from BDAC in order i
apply for grants through CALFED dua o per’
caived conflicts of interest.

i @ Key resource agencies are often not represemed :
at CCMP meetmgs Graater pennershin betwegn .

agencies is needed.

AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

® The US Department of the [nterior's FY 2000
budget proposal includes a request for $75 mll- :
tion for CALFED implementation and $20 millian..
to initiate other activities in sccord with the -+ |
CALFED program, including water uss efficiency;:
water quality and watershed managemant mltla~
tives.

® CCMP representatives should continus to work
with CALFED to include the entire Bay in the .
CALFED program.

PRIORITY 10: CCMP INCLUSION SUMMARY

0-25%

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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APPENDIX A

Wetlands and Riparian Habitat Acquired and Restored in the S.F. Bay-Delta Estuary*

Between July 1996 and March 1999

MAJOR WETLAND & RIPARIAN ACQUISITIONS: 10,1
(2928 wetlands and 7,255 riparian and floodplaln

(of current wetland areas or areas to be restorad; nofe
lap with restoration projects list)

NORTH BAY

® Camp Two, Sonoma County, 608 acres {diked baylan ]
Wildiife Conservation Board & Cal Fish & Game _
® Bull Island, San Pablo Bay, 109 acres {existing’ wetla
Napa County Land Trust & Cal Fish & Game

# Pillar Point, San Mateo, 23 acres {existing watlands)
San Mateo County Parks

SOUTH BAY

@ Bair Island, San Mateo County, 1,600 acres (dtked bay!a
Peninsula Open Space Trust, J.8. Fish & Wildiifg, Cossta
Conservancy, Wildlife Conservation Board ~ ~

DELTA/SUISUN

® Bielland Property, Sacramento County, 93 acres (wetla
the Nature Conservancy

@ Cosumnes River Preserve, Sacramento County, 35 acras
(riparian), Department of Water Resources
® Cosumnes River Preserve, Whaley Property, Sacramenm‘
187 acres (87 marsh, 100 riparian of a 293 acre- propa ¢
Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture

# Cosumnes River Preserve {Shaw Property), Sacramantc
182 acres {riparian of a 537 acre property}, The Nawre
Conservancy

& Denier Family Trust, Sacramento County, 300 acres tripari
vernal of a 1,200 acre property), The Nature Consaryancy E
Wildlife Conservation Board

& Grizzly Island Wildlife Area, Solano County, 260. agres,
Cal Fish & Game

» Medford Istand, San Joaquin County, 232 acres {npan
Natural Resources Conservation Service * -

® Park Property, Sacramento County, 300 acres {riparia
acre property), The Nature Conservancy and thdl]f
Conservation Board

® San Joaquin River National Wildlife Refuge, 8, 106 age
{riparian), U.S. Fish & Wildlife

® Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge, Sacramanto
148 acres, U.S. Fish & Wildlife

NORTH BAY
® Galtinas Creek, Marin County, 5 acras (enhanc&m
Marin Audubon Society and Coastal Conssryani
@ Tolay Creek, Sonoma County, 435 acres {1
318 enhancement), U.S. Fish & Wildlife
# Tubbs Island, Sonoma Count\&/‘ 125 acres (enhancen
Ducks Unlimited & U.S. Fish Wtidlifa o

SOUTH BAY
# Ora Loma Marsh, 364 acres (restoration),
East Bay Regtona] Parks . :
# Shoreline at Mountain View, Santa Clara Caiimty:
(restoration), City of Mountain View - '

PLANNED OR IN-PROGRESS RESTORATION AND
ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS: 19,109 acres
(17,878 restoration and 1,231 enhancement)

NORTH BAY

® Alameda Naval Air Station, Alameda County, 32 acre
(restoration), U.S.Fish & Wildlife

® American Canyon Napa County, 519 acres (restoraﬂon]
480 acre acquisition pending), Cal Fish & Game, .- :
City of American Canyon, Napa Land Trust

# Bay Point, Contra Costa County, 150 acres (restoration),-
East Bay Regional Parks

# Camp Two, Sonoma County, 608 acres (restoratlon)
Cal Fish & Game and Wildiife Conservation Beard -

® Crissy Field, San Francisco, 30 acres {restoration), GGNRAJQ
# Cullinan Ranch, Sonoma County, 1,496 acres (restoratlon)
U.S. Fish & Wildlife and Ducks Unhmtted o
® Hamilton, Marin County, 800 acres (restoration/700 acre :-
acquisition pending), Coastal Conservancy -~ "_ 3
® MacNabney Marsh, Contra Costa County, 200 acres
(restoration), Shell Trust Contra Costa Mosquito & Veot
Control, Cal Fish & Game & East Bay Regional Parks«+.
® Martinez Shoreline, Contra Costa County, 400 acrgs
(restoration), East Bay Regional Parks
® Napa Sonoma Marshes Wildlife Area, 8,000 acras (restorgtjunt
Cal Fish & Game {Ducks Unlimited will enhance Pond ]
acres and restore Pond 8 — 173 acres in near future)
® Napa River Flood Contol, Napa County, 115 acres,
(floodplain restoration & enhancement}, Napa County
and Coastal Conservancy N
# Petaluma Marsh Expansion Pro '\Aect Marin County, 100 ag|
{restoration/50 as mitigation), Marin Audubcn, CalTrans angd
Coastal Conservancy
# Point Edith, Contra Costa County, 850 acres (enhancemen
Contra Costa Mosquito & Vector Control i
® Rush Creek, Marin, 280 acres (enhancement),
Marin Audubon Soclety

® Tubbs Island, Sonoma County, 72 acres (restoratton) N
US Fish & Wildiife

SOUTH BAY

# Bair Island, San Mateo County, 1,600 acres (restqratipn
U.S. Fish & Wildiife

auv> L¥od3y ©
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WETLANDS LOST

® Bay Region, 71 acres lost to development, 1996 98
{147 creeated, restored or enhanced in mitigation)

® Statewide, 2,375 acres lost 1996-97.

DELTA/SUISUN : .

# David Baker Property, Yolo, 25 acres (enhancement), :
Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture . :

# Partners for Fish & Wildlife, Sacramento County, 15 aores
{enhancement), Ducks Unlimited, US Fish & Wil dhfe -

# Can Can Duck Club, Solano County, 516 acres (enhaneement)
Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture .

® Cosumnes River Preserve, Sacramentq County; 578 aores -
(3 enhancement projects) & 203 acres (2 restoration projects)
Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture

® Cosumnes River Preserve, Valensin Ranch, Secramento Count
60 acres {restoration), Central Valley Habltat Joint Venturs - ;

® Drake Sprig Duck Club, Solano County, 170 acres (enhanpement)
Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture

® Empire Tract, Sacramento County, 180 actes (restorauon), |
U.S. Fish & Wildlife and Central Valley Habitat doint Venture

# Greenhead Duck Club, Solano County,-300 aeres (enhancemen
Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture .

# Joice Island, Solano County, 800 acres. (enhaneement)
Ducks Unlimited and Central Valiey Joint Venture -

® Mark Frelier Property, Conira Costa County, 437 acres (restore
tion), Natural Resources Conservation Servrce and Centra( Va()ey
Habitat Joint Venture

® Medford island, San Joaquin County, 385 acres (restoretron),
Natural Resources Conssrvation Service &: Central Vatley
Joint Venture

# Steve Synder Property, Yolo, 3 acres (restoration), "
Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture

# Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refu?e, Sacramento County, 122
acres (restoration), US Fish & Wildlife and Dycks Unlimited

® Suisun Marsh, Solano County, 2,500 acres (enhaneement) :
BurRec and Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture ©

® Suisun Marsh, 1,255 acres (3 snhancement projects), SR
Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture . L

® Upper Beach Lake, Sacramento County, 110 acres (50 marsh &
60 riparian restoration), Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture -

#® Venice Island, San Joaquin County, 700 acres. (enhancement),
Ducks Unlimited

® Wheeler Island, Solano County, 150 agres (enhancement), .
Partners for Fish & Wildlife and Central Va(ley Habrtat Jomt
Venture .

# Yolo Basin Wetlands, Yolo County, 3, 860 acres (restoratron)
Army Corps, Cal Fish & Game, Ducks Unlimited =~ .-

# Yolo Basin Wetlands, Davis Site, Yolo County, 396 acres (rest
tion), Army Corps, City of Davis _

# Yolo Basin Wetlands, Yolo County, 3 acres (restoratron)
Yolo Basin Foundation . :

MITIGATION-RELATED RESTORATION PRO]ECT S
COMPLETED OR PLANNED AND FUNDED
3,579 acres and 200,000 fest

NORTH BAY

® Montezuma Wetlands, Solano County, 1,823 acres (enhancemen
using some dredged material), Levine Fricke = ,

® San Pablo Marsh, 1,400 acres {enhancament), CalTrana, o
USS. Fish & Wildlife, Cal Fish & Game ,

SOUTH BAY

® Arrowhead Marsh, Martin Luther King Reg(onal Shore))n
72 acres, East Bay Regional Parks & Port-of Qakland

@ Bay West Cove, San Mateo County, & acres (enhancement)
Bay West Cove LLC

® Moseley Tract, San Mateo County, 52 acres (restorauon)
City of San Jose '

@ Pier 98, San Francisco County, 14 acres (enhancement), L
Port of San Francisco -

® Ravenswood, San Mateo County, 200 acres, Mid-Pehmaula
Regional Open Space District T

DELTA/SUISUN
® Canal Ranch, San Joaquin County, 2,000 feet (SRA restoratron
Department of Water Resources
® Decker Istand, Solano County, 10 acres (rtparranlwet(and resterav
tion), Department of Water Resources
® Sherman Island Berm, 2 acres (island creation), Department o
Water Resources

® Twitchell Island, 75,000 feet of SRA and 43, 000 feet of e emerg g6
marsh, Department of Water Resources -

WETLAND CONSERVATION EASEMENTS = =
& Wetland acres protected under perpetual consgrvation gase-
ments (federal, state and private) in the Central Vailey and : -
Suisun Marsh have grown from 67, 292 acres in 1996 to over

75,000 acres as of March 1899. . :

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

# Baumberg Tract, Alameda County, 835 acres {restoration), -
Cal Fish & Game and East Bay Regional Parks + :

# Qfiver Property, Alameda County, 250 acres {restoration),-
Coastal Conservancy, Hayward Area Recreation D|strrct and
East Bay Regional Parks+

DELTA/SUISUN

® Benicia Waterfront, 8 acres, Solano County, (restora’uon), o
City of Benicia S

# Cache Slough, Solano County, 2,000 ft {levee bank
restoration), Reclamation District 2060 Do

# Cosumnes River Valensin Ranch, Sacramento County,
60 acres (enhancement), The Nature Conservancy’

® David Baker Property, Yolo, 25 acres (restoration),
California Waterfowl Association Tl

® Fern-Headreach, San Joaquin County, 168 acres (restoratron .
and acquisition), Thomas Luckey, L&L Farms B

e Hill Sloug{h West, Solano County, 200 acres (restoratron), ,;
Cal Fish & Game -

# Medford Island, San Joaquin County, 41 acres (enhancement)
Natural Resources Conservation Service

® Prospect Island, Solano County, 1,200 acres {restoration) and
20,000 feet SRA, BurRec, Army Corps & Department of
Water Resources

#Tyler island, Sacramento County, 3 acres {restoration),
Habitat and Restoration Team

# Rhode Island, Contra Costa County, 67 acres (restoratron),
Cal Fish & Game and Department of Watar Resources :

o

gyvd Ld0d3d

SOURCES:
CALFED Funded Projects List (CUWA, CAT Ifl, Prop 204, CALFED, CVFIA} -

Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture, North American Waterfow! Manegement P(an
International Tracking System, U.S. Fish & Wildlife . ;

State of the State's Wetlands, December 1898, Governor Pete Wleon, Resources '
Agency, Cal EPA .

San Francisco Bay Joint Venture

S.F. Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 1998 Weriands Inventory and
Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring in the S.F. Bay Region 1988-1995. ’

Special thanks for truth-testing by Chris Uncle, The Nature Conservancy, -
Carl Wilcox, Cal Fish & Game, Nancy Schafer, S.F. Bay Joint Venture, .
Ruth Ostroff, Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture, and Marge Kolar -
and Tom Harvey, U.S. Fish & Wildlife. )

* Ning Bay counties and three Dekta countiss: Sacramento, San Josquin snd Yolo,
+ Some mitigation dollars used, but not direct mitigation project.

1996-1999
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NEW PRIORITIES, NEW FRONTIERS 1999-2004

CONCLUSION

This report card documents progress in tackling the top ten
critical issues facing Bay-Delta users, managers, watchdogs
and communities in 1996. Three years later, these critical
issues remain much the same but with a different spin,
reflecting awareness of changes in the times, the ecosystem,
the politics, the funding and the effectiveness of efforts to
address the issues documented in this report card.

Based on these changes, diverse interests involved in
using, managing, conserving and restoring the Bay-Delta
revisited the priorities chosen in 1996 and updated them
for 1999-2004. The following priorities will guide the efforts
of the lead federal and state agencies, the implementation
committee, and the nonprofits who agreed in 1993 to
champion implementation of the S.F. Estuary Project's
145-action Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
for the Bay and Delta. Each priority appears below followed
by the specific language of the relevant CCMP actions, as
crafted by regional consensus and approved by the Governor
and the U.S. EPA Administrator in 1993.

In general, it is the overall goal of those responsible for
oversight of CCMP implementation to facilitate integration
and coordination of regulatory, planning, management and
monitoring programs to address CCMP actions, priorities and
bottlenecks.

The CCMP's champions will also work with federal
and state agencies, and through the political process, to
build CCMP recommendations into all Bay-Delta planning
and restoration efforts and funding decisions.

To these ends, they will also promote multi-agency
development and adoption of regulatory requirements and
monitoring protocols to expedite ecosystem restoration, and
ta address bottlenecks such as multi-media (water/land/air)
pollution problems and local/regional land use issues.

TOP PRIORITY
Expand, restore and protect Bay-Delta wetlands.

Acquire more wetlands through public-private parinerships and expanded private
state and federal financial assistance to individual landowners; restore non-wet-
land areas to wetlands {including seasonal} or riparian {included shaded riverine)
habitat; complete a comprehensive regional wetlands management plan (which
includes public acquisition priorities, public-private rastoration efforts, and
improved mitigation; and enhance the biodiversity within alf publicly owned wet-
lands}; establish an implementation program to achieve wetland protection poli-
cies; and improve wetland protection under the Clean Water Act {including
strengthening wetland regulation programs).

CCMP Actions: WT 1.1,2.1.3,2.4,3.1,32 4.1and WL 2.2

OTHER PRIORITIES

Prevent the introduction of exotic organisms, plants and
animals into the Estuary from all sources, and control
their spread.

Develop, implement and enforce stringent regulations to control the discharges of
ships ballast water within the Estuary (both in the Bay and in upstream fresh
water ports); prohibit the intentional introduction to aquatic exotic species; control
problem exotic species already in the Estuary; implement predator contro! pro-
grams in areas where introduced pradators are a constraint to maintenance and
restoration of native populations; develop programs to educate the public about
exotic species impacts, and their incidental transport or introduction.

CCMP Actions: AR2.1,2.2, 2.3, 24 & WL 3.1

Promote watershed management
throughout the Estuary.

Prepare and implement watershed management plans that include the following
complimentary elements: wetland protection, stream protection and the reduction
of pollutants in runoff; include watershed management in local general plans.

CCMP Actions: LU 1.1 & 3.1

Create incentives that encourage local government,
landowners and communities to protect and restore
the Estuary.

Create economic {and institutional) incentives that encourage local governments to
take action to protect the Estuary; develop new funding mechanisms to pay for
plans, physical improvements and program administration to protect estuary
resources (make federal and state funds available for local watershed planning and
other programs, as well as for capital improvements and maintenance projects);
investigate and create incentives that promots active private sector participation in
cooperative efforts to protect and restore the Estuary; identify and develop consis-
tent policies for integrated resource protection on the part of local governments,
and integrate with state land-use related initiatives.

CCMP Actions: LU 5.1,5.2,5.3, 214 1.3

Reduce pollution of the Estuary from urban and agricul-
tural runoff, and other non-point sources.

Improve the management and control of urban runoff from public and private
sources (extend stormwater programs to fast-growing Delta towns); improve the
management and control of agricultural sources of toxic substances; develop
control measures to reduce pollutant loadings from energy and transportation
systems (and to address multi-media, multi-jurisdictional pollution management
problems); pursue a mass emissions strategy (TMDLs) to reduce pollutant
discharges from all sources; increase long-term education programs on
polfution prevention.

CCMP Actions: 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 & 2.1and PI 2.5

Strengthen public awareness about the Estuary's
natural resources.

Build awareness, appreciation, knowledge and understanding of the Estuary's
natural resources and the need to protect them; educate the public about how
human actions impact the Estuary {and about the connections bstween land uss,
transportation and water quality); build awareness about Bay-Delta progress in
environmental management, restoration and protection efforts as well as setbacks
{i.e. CCMP implementation); provide opportunities for citizen involvement in
CCMP implementation, and for revisions to the CCMP; provide a central
clearinghouse for communication and coordination of all information

concerning the Estuary.

CCMP Actions: PI 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5 & 22 and LU 4.1

Expand the regional monitoring program to address all
key CCMP issues, including pollution, wetlands, water-
sheds, dredging, biological resources, land use and
flows. Integrate the results of scientific monitoring into
management and regulatory actions.

Develop and implement the regional monitoring strategy, which will integrate and
expand on existing efforts and eventually be part of a comprehensive regional
monitoring program. Refine and coordinate existing monitoring programs to: bet-
ter evaluate ecosystem responses to phased and leng term water quality and flow
standards; and to more fully characterize ecosystem processes and properties.

CCMP Actions: RM 2.1 and AR 1.1

Promulgate baseline inflow standards for San Francisco,
San Pablo and Suisun Bays to protect and restore the
Estuary ecosystem.

Adopt and implement water quality and flow standards and operational require-
ments designed to halt and reverse the decline of aquatic estuarine resources.
{The standard should take the form of a water right, water quality standard or
state or federal law.)

CCMP Actions: AR 4.1,5.1.5.2, 5.3, 61,62 &6.3

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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